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Dear  Reader 

Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  Final  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.   The  statement  was  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  pursuant  to  Section  102(2)(C)  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969. 

The  statement  describes  and  analyzes  the  economic,  social  and 
environmental  effects  of  proposed  grazing  management  on  1,014,296  acres 
of  public  land  in  southwestern  Idaho  and  southeastern  Oregon.   Seven 
alternatives  are  considered. 

This  final  statement  differs  from  our  usual  procedure  in  reprinting 
the  entire  draft  statement.   This  statement  includes  only  those  changes 
that  are  necessary  on  the  Draft  EIS  and  responses  to  public  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  EIS. 


This  document,  used  with  the  draft  statement,  which  was  distributed 
to  the  public  on  April  10,  1980,  constitutes  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

This  document  includes  a  summary  of  the  proposed  action  and  five 
alternatives  that  were  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS  as  well  as  the 
description  and  analysis  of  two  additional  alternatives  that  were 
developed  to  respond  to  public  comments. 

This  final  statement  is  not  a  decision  document;  it  merely 
discloses  the  probable  impacts  to  the  human  environment  that  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  would  create.   The  decision  on  the 
action  to  be  taken  will  be  based  on  the  analysis  contained  in  the  Final 
EIS,  BLM's  manpower  and  budget  constraints,  public  concerns  and  comments 
and  other  multiple-use  resource  objectives  or  programs  for  the  area. 
Decisions  cannot  be  enacted  before  30  days  following  the  filing  of  the 
final  statement  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and 
distribution  to  the  public.   A  summary  document  that  outlines  the 
management  direction  for  the  Owyhee  EIS  area  will  be  prepared  and  made 
available  as  soon  as  a  decision  is  reached;  tentatively  in  late  1980  or 
early  1981.   More  specific  decisions  will  subsequently  be  developed  on 
an  allotment-by-allotment  basis. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  participation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


.  nf  Land  Manage***1 
Bureau  of  UJ^ 

Denver  Service  Center 


C/james   Gabettas 

Acting   District   Manager 
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(  )  Draft      (X)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

1.  Type  of  Action:      (X)  Administrative   (  )  Legislative 

2 .  Responsible  Agencies: 

a.  Lead  Agency:   Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 

Management 

b.  Cooperating  Agencies:   None 


3.   Abstract :   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  a 
grazing  management  program  on  1,014,296  acres  of  public  lands  in 
Owyhee  County,  southwestern  Idaho  and  Malheur  County  southeastern 
Oregon.   This  statement  analyzes  the  economic,  social  and 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposal  and  seven  alternatives.   The 
proposal  and  alternatives  analyze  different  levels  of  vegetative 
allocations  to  wildlife,  livestock,  wild  horses  and  other  uses. 
It  analyzes  alternative  methods  by  which  livestock  grazing  would 
be  managed  as  well  as  necessary  support  facilities  (i.e., 
water  development,  fencing,  brush  control  and  revegetation 
projects). 


4.   Comments  Have  Been  Requested  and  Received  from  the  Following: 

See  Page  16    -  Comments  on  the  draft  statement  were  received  from 

those  agencies,  organizations  and  individuals 
listed  on  Table  2  (page  58). 


5.   Date  Draft  Statement  Made  Available  to  EPA  and  the  Public: 


Draft:   April  10,  1980 
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SUMMARY 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes  to  implement  an  intensive 
range  management  program  on  1,014,296  acres  of  public  land  in 
southwestern  Idaho  and  southeastern  Oregon  (Map  1).   The  purpose  of  the 
proposal  is  to  improve  soil,  vegetation,  watershed,  wildlife  and  other 
resource  conditions  and  provide  adequate  forage  to  stabilize  and 
strengthen  the  local  livestock  industry.   The  Draft  EIS  analyzed  the 
proposal  and  five  alternatives  that  were  developed  to  assess  different 
levels  of  wildlife,  livestock  and  wild  horse  use.   Based  on  public 
comment,  alternatives  6  and  7  were  developed  and  assessed  in  the  Final 
EIS.   Alternative  methods  by  which  livestock  grazing  would  be  managed  as 
well  as  necessary  supporting  facilities  (i.e.,  water  development, 
fencing,  brush  control  and  revegetation  projects)  are  addressed. 

Alternatives  considered  are  1 )  No  Livestock  Grazing,  2)  No  Action, 
3)  Maximize  Wildlife  and  Watershed  Conditions,  4)  Sixty  Percent  Use 
Levels,  5)  Maximize  Livestock  Use,  6)  and  7). 

There  were  several  major  issues  identified  during  the  EIS  scoping 
process.   The  proposed  level  of  use  for  livestock,  wildlife  and  wild 
horses  and  the  local  and  regional  economic  impact  from  this  proposed 
level  of  use  was  a  major  issue.   The  range,  watershed  and  wildlife 
condition  responses  to  proposed  management  and  the  management  of 
riparian  habitat  and  stream  areas  were  also  identified  as  significant 
issues . 

Summary  Description  of  Proposed  Action 

Vegetation  for  consumptive  use  would  be  allocated  to  livestock,  wild 
horses,  deer,  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep.   Vegetation  would  be  allocated 
to  satisfy  reasonable  wildlife  numbers  determined  during  the  BLM 
planning  process.   Wild  horses  would  be  managed  within  a  range  of  118  to 
178.   Initial  livestock  use  would  increase  on  30  allotments,  decrease  on 
81  allotments  and  permits  would  be  issued  on  32  unalloted  grazing  areas. 
Overall,  the  total  active  grazing  preference  would  be  reduced  from 
113,122  AUMs  to  78,336  AUMs  (31  percent).   Needed  adjustments  in 
livestock  use  on  intensive  management  allotments  would  be  implemented 
within  a  three-year  period. 

Three  levels  of  management  intensity  would  be  applied.   Intensive 
management  which  includes  application  of  livestock  grazing  management 
systems,  would  be  applied  to  95  percent  of  the  EIS  area.   Rest  rotation, 
deferred  rotation  and  seasonal  grazing  systems  are  proposed.   Less 
intensive  management  would  be  applied  to  three  percent  of  the  area. 
Specific  grazing  systems  are  not  proposed  in  this  area  because  of  the 
small  percentages  of  public  land.   The  BLM  would  assist  range  users,  the 
State  Land  Department  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  developing 
grazing  systems.   Management  in  association  with  private  lands  would  be 
applied  on  two  percent  of  the  area.   Allotments  within  this  category  are 
predominantly  private  land.   Livestock  use  could  be  made  any  time  of  the 
year.   The  BLM  would  cooperate  in  the  development  of  grazing  systems  in 
areas  where  BLM  is  minority  land  holder. 
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Special  riparian  management  practices  would  be  applied  to  64  fenced 
stream  miles.   Log  structures  would  be  placed  on  streambanks  along  86 
stream  miles  to  discourage  livestock  trailing  along  stream  bottoms. 
Implementation  of  the  proposal  would  require  development  of  81  springs, 
90  reservoirs,  24  miles  of  pipeline,  100  watering  troughs  and  153  miles 
of  fence.   Thirteen  miles  of  fence  would  be  removed.   Sagebrush  and 
juniper  control  is  proposed  on  172,000  acres.   An  additional  67,000 
acres  would  receive  brush  control  and  be  artificially  revegetated. 

Proposed  Action  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Competition  for  forage  between  wild  horses,  livestock  and  wildlife 
would  decrease.   Vegetative  trends  would  stabilize  or  improve  on  most 
areas.   Vegetative  treatment  practices  would  replace  sagebrush  and 
juniper  with  grass  and  forbs.   Useable  forage  would  increase  from  82,817 
Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs)  to  146,757  AUMs.   Cover  increases  from 
improved  range  conditions  on  native  range  and  land  treatment  areas  would 
cause  a  nine  percent  decrease  in  annual  erosion  rates.   The  overall 
watershed  condition  would  improve  slightly. 

Wildlife  habitat  would  improve  on  most  areas.   The  proposal  would 
reduce  forage  competition  and  benefit  mule  deer,  antelope  and  bighorn 
sheep  populations.   There  would  be  season-of-use  conflicts  with 
livestock  during  the  late  fall  on  mule  deer  winter  ranges  (23 
allotments).   This  would  adversely  impact  the  deer  herd  on  these 
allotments . 

Providing  deferred  and  rest  pastures  throughout  the  EIS  area  would 
periodically  eliminate  competition  on  critical  nesting  and  brood  rearing 
areas.   Sage  grouse  and  waterfowl  populations  would  benefit. 

Fisheries  would  improve  on  most  streams,  with  the  most  significant 
improvement  occurring  on  fenced  streams.   The  fisheries  habitat 
condition  would  improve  to  good  on  58  of  the  64  fenced  stream  miles 
within  ten  years.   Unfenced  streams  would  improve  at  a  slower  rate,  but 
most  would  be  in  fair  condition  in  twenty  years.   Fisheries  associated 
water  quality  and  quantity  factors  would  improve  on  most  streams.   Fish 
food  abundance  would  improve  and  fish  populations  would  increase. 

Wild  horses  would  benefit  from  lower  livestock  use  levels.   Sixteen 
miles  of  new  fence  would  limit  movement  of  horses  and  confine  them 
during  the  livestock  grazing  season.   Additional  water  development  and 
vegetative  treatment  would  expand  wild  horse  distribution  and  provide 
additional  forage. 

Slight  adverse  impacts  to  some  cultural  resource  sites  would  occur 
from  increased  livestock  concentrations  in  previously  ungrazed  or 
lightly  grazed  areas.   Some  cultural  resource  site  deterioration  from 
erosion  would  cease. 

Development  of  range  improvements  and  establishment  of  grazing 
systems  would  have  a  slight  adverse  effect  on  visual  resources.   Most 
proposed  projects,  however,  are  located  in  the  lower  quality  visual 
resource  management  areas.   The  quality  of  hunting  and  fishing 


opportunities  would  improve.   Hunting  and  fishing  use  would  increase  by 
20,400  activity  occasions  above  current  trend  levels.   The  quality  of 
off-road  vehicle  use  would  slightly  decrease. 

Most  livestock  operators  would  be  faced  with  initial  short-term 
reductions.   In  the  long-term,  livestock  use  would  be  approximately 
29,000  AUMs  above  the  current  active  preference  of  113,122  AUMs . 
Initial  livestock  reductions  would  cause  adverse  social  impacts  to  those 
operators  receiving  reductions. 

Income  losses  over  the  twenty-year  period  would  be  significant.   The 
net  present  worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be  -$3.3  million.   The 
net  present  worth  of  regional,  state  and  national  income  losses  would  be 
-$6.5  million.   Approximately  21  of  the  83  operators  would  have 
difficulty  remaining  in  business. 

Alternative  #1  -  No  Livestock  Grazing 

Under  this  alternative,  all  livestock  grazing  would  be  eliminated. 
Forage  on  public  lands  would  be  reserved  for  wildlife  and  wild  horses. 
Wild  horses  would  be  allowed  to  increase  to  338.   All  fences  except 
boundary  fences  around  the  EIS  area  and  wild  horse  area  would  be 
removed.   No  project  development  or  vegetative  treatment  projects  for 
livestock  management  would  be  allowed. 

Alternative  ftl   -   Environmental  Consequences 

Elimination  of  livestock  grazing  would  slowly  improve  vegetation 
conditions.   Downward  trending  areas  would  stabilize,  static  areas  would 
exhibit  upward  trends,  and  areas  in  fair  or  good  ecological  condition 
with  upward  trends  would  improve  one  condition  class.   Riparian 
vegetation  would  show  significant  improvement. 

Soil  erosion  would  decrease  eighteen  percent  from  existing  rates  as 
a  result  of  increased  vegetative  cover  and  litter.   Watershed  conditions 
and  wildlife  habitat  would  improve.   Elimination  of  vegetative  treatment 
projects  would  hinder  vegetative  improvement  and  subsequent  wildlife 
habitat  conditions.   Riparian  associated  wildlife  species  would  benefit. 

Fisheries  habitat  condition  would  show  more  improvement  than  in  any 
of  the  alternatives.   Fisheries  water  quality,  quantity  and  community 
richness  would  improve  significantly.   Fish  populations  would  also  show 
marked  increases. 

Wild  horse  numbers  would  be  allowed  to  increase  to  338  and  would  be 
positively  affected  by  improved  forage  availability  and  removal  of 
fences.   Impacts  on  cultural  resource  sites  due  to  livestock  grazing 
would  cease.   There  would  be  a  high  enhancement  of  scenic  quality. 
Recreation  quality  and  activity  occasions  would  increase. 

Livestock  operators  would  be  adversely  affected  by  complete 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing.   Income  losses  over  twenty  years  would 
be  significant.   The  net  present  worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be 
-$15.7  million.   The  net  present  worth  of  regional,  state  and  federal 
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income  losses  would  be  -$23.2  million.   Approximately  43  of  the  83 
operators  would  have  difficulty  remaining  in  business. 

Alternative  #2  -  No  Action 

The  current  livestock  grazing  program  would  continue.   The  active 
grazing  preference  would  remain  113,122  AUMs .   This  alternative  assumes 
that  average  annual  licensed  use  would  remain  105,009  AUMs.   Wild  horses 
would  be  managed  at  levels  described  in  the  proposed  action.   There  are 
no  specific  forage  allocations  to  wild  horses  and  wildlife.   No 
additional  project  development  or  land  treatment  projects  to  benefit 
livestock  grazing  would  occur. 

Alternative  #2  -  Environmental  Consequences 

This  alternative  would  continue  present  resource  conditions  and 
trends.   The  overall  vegetative  condition  class  would  be  slightly  worse, 
with  most  of  the  area  being  in  poor  condition.   Plants  would  maintain 
their  low  to  moderate  vigor  on  areas  where  trend  is  static  and  further 
decline  on  areas  exhibiting  downward  trends.   The  overall  productivity 
of  the  vegetation  would  gradually  decline  from  the  overuse  of  the 
forage.   Soil  erosion  rates  are  currently  exhibiting  upward  trends  and 
would  continue.   In  twenty  years,  annual  erosion  rates  would  be  four 
percent  less  than  present. 

Riparian  and  stream  habitat  conditions  would  remain  poor. 
Associated  wildlife  species  and  fish  populations  would  be  adversely 
impacted  by  livestock  grazing.   Water  quality  would  remain  in  poor  or 
fair  condition. 

The  condition  of  mule  deer,  antelope  and  sage  grouse  habitat  would 
be  variable,  with  some  improving  and  some  declining.   Deer  and  antelope 
populations  would  increase  slightly  provided  favorable  climatic 
conditions  exist.   Bighorn  sheep  habitat  is  in  good  condition  and  would 
not  change. 

Wild  horses  and  livestock  forage  competition  would  continue. 
Allotment  pasture  fences  would  restrict  wild  horse  movements.   Ongoing 
use  would  continue  to  impact  63  known  cultural  resource  sites.   Visual 
resource  quality  would  decline  slightly.   Recreation  quality  would 
decline.   However,  recreation  use  for  those  activities  being 
significantly  affected  by  the  proposal  or  alternatives  would  increase 
from  273,000  activity  occasions  to  441,000  activity  occasions  as  a 
result  of  continuing  recreation  trends. 

Livestock  operators  would  be  allowed  to  continue  their  present 
operations.   There  would  be  no  income  losses. 

Alternative  #3  -  Maximize  Wildlife  and  Watershed  Conditions 

Grazing  management  systems  identified  in  the  proposed  action  would 
be  implemented  with  stocking  rates  based  on  biological  limit  utilization 
levels  (approximately  30-50  percent).   On  45  allotments,  turn  out  dates 
would  be  approximately  two  weeks  to  one  month  later  than  described  in 


the  proposed  action.   Livestock  grazing  would  not  be  allowed  on  critical 
deer  winter  ranges  after  September  1.   To  protect  riparian  habitat,  113 
miles  of  stream  would  be  fenced,  and  log  structures  placed  on  36  miles 
of  streambanks.   No  vegetative  treatment  projects  would  be  implemented. 

Wildlife  would  be  managed  at  levels  described  in  the  proposed 
action.   Wild  horses  would  be  allowed  to  increase  to  338.   Initial 
livestock  use  would  be  reduced  from  113,122  AUMs  to  56,507  AUMs. 

Alternative  //3  -  Environmental  Consequences 

This  alternative  would  significantly  improve  vegetative  conditions. 
Ecological  conditions  are  expected  to  improve  on  all  allotments.   In 
twenty  years,  most  of  the  range  would  be  in  fair  or  good  condition. 
Soil  erosion  rates  would  decline  by  seventeen  percent  from  improved 
vegetative  conditions  and  increased  ground  cover.   Watershed  conditions 
would  show  significant  improvement. 

This  alternative  also  provides  significant  benefits  to  wildlife. 
Later  turn  out  dates,  improved  range  conditions,  lower  utilization 
levels  and  elimination  of  livestock  conflicts  on  deer  winter  ranges 
would  improve  wildlife  habitat  conditions.   Aquatic  wildlife  would 
benefit  from  fencing  113  miles  of  stream.   This  would  significantly 
improve  fisheries  habitat  condition  and  increase  fish  populations. 

Wild  horses  would  benefit  from  reduced  livestock  competition  and 
improved  range  condition.   Impacts  from  fencing  on  wild  horse  ranges 
would  be  the  same  as  described  for  the  proposed  action.   Impacts  to 
cultural  resource  sites  would  slightly  decrease.   Visual  quality  would 
be  moderately  enhanced;  recreation  quality  and  use  would  increase. 

Most  livestock  operators  would  be  faced  with  initial  reductions  in 
use.   Over  a  twenty-year  period,  some  operators  would  regain  this  use. 
The  average  grazing  preference  in  twenty  years  (104,219  AUMs)  would  be 
eight  percent  below  the  current  active  preference.   The  net  present 
worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be  -$6.2  million.   The  net  present 
worth  of  regional,  state  and  national  income  losses  would  be  -$8.9 
million. 

Approximately  25  of  the  83  operators  would  have  difficulty  remaining 
in  business. 

Alternative  //4  -  Sixty  Percent  Utilization  Level 

This  alternative  would  implement  grazing  management  systems  as 
described  in  the  proposed  action,  except  stocking  rates  on  intensive 
management  allotments  would  be  based  on  60  percent  utilization  levels  in 
place  of  50  percent  utilization  levels.   Initial  livestock  use  (93,421 
AUMs)  would  be  seventeen  percent  below  current  active  preference. 
Protective  fencing  of  streams  and  riparian  habitat  would  not  occur. 
However,  log  structures  would  be  placed  along  149  stream  miles  to 
protect  streambanks.   Project  development  and  land  treatments  would  be 
developed  as  described  in  the  proposed  action.   Management  on  less 
intensive  allotments  and  allotments  managed  with  private  lands  would 
remain  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 
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Alternative  #4  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Implementation  of  grazing  systems  with  stocking  rates  based  on  60 
percent  utilization  levels  would  create  a  more  gradual  improvement  in 
plant  vigor  and  range  condition  than  described  in  the  proposed  action. 
Riparian  zone  vegetation  would  show  little  improvement,  with  most  areas 
expected  to  be  in  poor  or  fair  condition  in  twenty  years.   Erosion  rates 
would  decrease  by  seven  percent  from  increased  vegetative  cover. 
Watershed  conditions  would  improve. 

Wildlife  habitat  conditions  would  improve,  correspondent  to 
vegetative  condition  improvement.   Fisheries  habitat  would  improve 
slightly  and  aquatic  wildlife  populations  would  increase. 

Increasing  livestock  use  in  allotments  containing  wild  horses  would 
increase  the  competition  for  forage. 

There  would  be  a  slight  degradation  in  scenic  quality.   Recreation 
quality  and  use  would  increase. 

Implementation  of  grazing  systems  at  60  percent  use  levels  would 
decrease  the  level  of  livestock  reductions.   Adverse  social  and  economic 
impacts  would  also  decrease  over  levels  described  for  the  proposed 
action.   The  net  present  worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be  -$1.3 
million.   The  net  present  worth  of  regional,  state  and  national  income 
losses  would  be  -$4.0  million.   Approximately  fourteen  of  the  83 
operators  would  have  difficulty  remaining  in  business. 

Alternative  #5  -  Maximum  Livestock  Use 

Grazing  management  systems  would  be  implemented  without  changing 
existing  AUM  levels  (113,122  AUMs)  or  seasons-of-use .   Water  development 
and  pasture  fencing  would  remain  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 
Protective  stream  fencing  would  not  occur.   Maximum  acreages  of  land 
treatment  are  proposed  (brush  control,  154,000  acres;  brush  control  and 
seeding,  198,000  acres;  Map  2-5).   These  range  treatment  projects  would 
be  designed  to  maximize  livestock  forage  production  and  would  not 
contain  multiple  use  design  features.   Wild  horses  would  be  managed  at 
levels  described  in  the  proposed  action  (118-178).   No  specific  forage 
allocation  is  made  to  wildlife. 

Alternative  //5  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Implementation  of  grazing  systems  at  current  active  preference 
levels  would  create  variable  responses.   On  allotments  where  current 
carrying  capacities  are  less  than  active  preference,  impacts  would  be 
adverse.   Beneficial  impacts  would  result  on  allotments  where  current 
carrying  capacities  exceed  active  preference.   The  overall  vegetative 
condition  class  would  change  little  from  existing  levels  on  native 
range.   Vegetative  treatments  which  would  create  stabilized  condition 
and  trend,  are  designed  for  ranges  in  poor  or  fair  condition.   Livestock 
forage  production  would  increase  significantly  from  the  large  areas 
proposed  for  land  treatment.   The  condition  of  riparian  areas  would 
continue  to  decline. 


Overall,  soil  erosion  rates  would  decrease  by  approximately  six 
percent.  There  would  be  an  increased  potential  for  erosion  on  land 
treatment  areas  above  that  described  in  the  proposed  action  because 
treatments  would  occur  on  steeper  slopes. 

Overall,  water  quality  and  fisheries  habitat  condition  would 
decline.   Fish  populations  would  decrease  slightly.   Other  wildlife 
habitat  conditions  would  decline  from  implementing  large  acreages  of 
land  treatment  without  provisions  for  wildlife  habitat  protection. 
Visual  resources  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  large  acreages  of 
land  treated.   Recreation  quality  and  hunting  and  fishing  activity  use 
would  decline. 

Economically,  this  alternative  would  be  the  most  beneficial  to 
livestock  operators.   There  would  be  an  increase  in  rancher  net  income. 
The  net  present  worth  of  these  income  increases  would  be  $+1.0  million. 
The  net  present  worth  of  regional,  state  and  national  income  losses 
would  be  -$1.9  million. 

Alternative  6  -   Summary  Description 

This  alternative  emphasizes  the  development  of  voluntary  cooperative 
range  management  programs  following  completion  of  the  EIS  and  Management 
Framework  Plan  decision,  and  prior  to  implementation  of  formal  allotment 
management  plans.   The  primary  objective  of  this  alternative  would  be  to 
improve  range  conditions  quicker  than  as  described  in  the  proposed 
action.    This  would  be  done  by  immediately  initiating  sound  management 
principles  rather  than  according  to  the  implementation  schedule 
described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Forage  would  be  allocated  to  livestock,  wildlife  and  wild  horses  as 
described  in  the  proposed  action.   Livestock  adjustments  would  be 
scheduled  over  a  five-year  period  following  completion  of  the  EIS. 
Grazing  systems  and  seasons-of-use  would  be  as  described  in  the  proposed 
action.   Project  development  would  be  as  described  in  the  proposed 
action  except  mechanical  land  treatment  would  be  allowed  in  Visual 
Resource  Management  Class  I  and  II  areas  and  in  wilderness  study  areas 
if  such  treatment  would  be  required  to  meet  management  objectives. 
Sagebrush  spraying  would  be  allowed  on  mule  deer  summer  range  and  within 
one-fourth  mile  of  riparian  areas  provided  no  significant  adverse 
impacts  would  occur. 

Livestock  operators  would  contribute  money  and  manpower  for  project 
development  and  monitoring  studies. 

Alternative  6  -  Environmental  Consequences 

Vegetative  vigor  would  improve  up  to  two  years  earlier  than 
anticipated  for  the  proposed  action.   Ecological  condition,  however, 
would  not  be  significantly  different  than  described  in  the  proposed 
action  because  of  the  slow  rate  of  vigor  recovery  and  condition 
improvement  anticipated  in  the  study  area.   Impacts  on  soils,  water 
resources,  wild  horses,  wilderness  and  recreation  would  not  be 
significantly  different  than  described  in  the  proposed  action.   Spraying 


Summary 

would  have  the  potential  to  adversely  affect  mule  deer,  antelope  and 
sage  grouse.   Aquatic  wildlife  response  would  also  be  similar  to  that 
described  for  the  proposed  action.   A  five-year  time  lag  in  stream 
improvement  may  result  on  the  portion  of  stream  miles  that  would  not  be 
fenced  immediately  but  would  be  monitored  prior  to  exclusion  of  grazing. 
The  condition  of  fishery  habitat  in  twenty  years  would  not  be 
significantly  different  than  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Scenic  quality  would  be  enhanced  on  most  areas.   Mechanically 
treating  and  seeding  VRM  Class  I  and  II  areas  would  impair  the  scenic 
quality  and  reduce  the  VRM  rating  by  one  class  in  the  Class  II  areas. 

Livestock  use  would  be  similar  to  that  described  in  the  proposed 
action  except  that  AUM  increases  would  occur  earlier,  from  the 
accelerated  development  of  land  treatment  projects. 

Income  losses  over  the  twenty-year  period  would  be  similar  to  those 
in  the  proposed  action. 

The  net  present  worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be  $-3.3 
million.   Rancher  contributions  toward  project  development  would  reduce 
implementation  costs  by  $840,000.   This  would,  however,  reduce  benefits 
to  the  local  construction  industry.   The  total  net  present  worth  of 
regional,  state  and  national  income  losses  would  be  $-6.0  million. 
Approximately  21  of  the  83  operators  would  have  difficulty  remaining  in 
business . 

As  compared  to  the  proposed  action,  there  may  be  a  strengthening  of 
rancher's  feelings  of  social  well-being  due  to  voluntary  participation 
in  management  actions. 

Alternative  7  -  Summary  Description 

This  alternative  emphasizes  wildlife  habitat  improvement, 
particularly  the  forage  component  of  mule  deer  winter  range.   Forage 
would  be  allocated  as  in  Alternative  3  except  in  allotments  utilized  by 
wild  horses.   In  these  allotments,  forage  would  be  allocated  to  support 
118-178  horses  as  described  in  the  proposed  action.   The  forage 
allocation  would  be  based  on  plant  biological  limits  (30-50  percent 
utilization  levels)  and  would  be  as  follows: 


Livestock 

58,609 

AUMs 

Wildlife 

2,152 

AUMs 

Wild  horses 

2,329 

AUMs 

TOTAL 

63,090 

AUMs 

Grazing  systems  would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative  3  except  on 
critical  mule  deer  winter  range.   On  critical  mule  deer  winter  range, 
rotation  systems  specifically  designed  to  improve  bitterbrush  growth 
would  be  implemented.   Season-of-use  dates  would  be  as  described  in 
Alternative  3  except  on  allotments  504,  582,  610  and  623.   These 
allotments  support  high  concentrations  of  deer  during  the  winter. 
Grazing  on  these  allotments  would  only  be  allowed  from  June  1  to 
September  1. 


Livestock  would  be  excluded  on  113  miles  of  riparian  habitat  to 
improve  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  and  that  of  aquatic  wildlife. 
There  would  be  no  reservoirs  developed  in  the  bighorn  sheep  areas  of 
allotment  551. 

Project  development  would  be  at  a  lower  level  than  in  the  proposed 
action  due  to  an  assumed  lower  amount  of  funding.   Project  development 
would  consist  of  68  springs,  67  reservoirs,  5  miles  of  pipeline,  128 
miles  of  pasture  fence,  113  miles  of  stream  fencing,  18,000  acres  of 
brush  control  and  17,000  acres  of  brush  control  and  seeding.   Project 
design  specifications  and  standard  operating  procedures  would  be 
followed  according  to  the  proposed  action. 

Monitoring  programs  would  be  implemented  as  described  in  the 
proposed  action.   Specific  bitterbrush  utilization  studies  would  be  set 
up  and  monitored  on  critical  mule  deer  winter  range  to  insure  livestock 
use  does  not  exceed  30  percent  of  the  current  year's  production. 
Adjustments  in  livestock  use  would  be  made  within  a  three-year  period 
following  completion  of  the  EIS. 

Alternative  7  -  Environmental  Consequences 

This  alternative  would  improve  the  existing  ecological  condition  on 
upland  and  meadow/riparian  bottomland.   Vegetative  condition  by 
allotment  would  be  as  described  for  Alternative  3,  except  in  allotments 
which  would  receive  land  treatments.   On  these  allotments,  a  large 
percentage  of  the  poor  condition  range  would  be  treated.   The  effective 
ground  cover  on  treated  areas  would  improve  from  the  present  55-70 
percent  to  60-80  percent. 

Soil  fertility  and  productivity  would  increase  over  the  long-term. 
Improved  canopy  cover  would  increase  infiltration  rates  and  decrease 
runoff  and  erosion  potential.   In  twenty  years,  the  overall  annual 
erosion  rates  would  be  seventeen  percent  less  than  present. 

This  alternative  would  provide  the  most  substantial  improvement  to 
all  wildlife  habitat.   More  forage  and  cover  would  become  available  as  a 
result  of  biological  limit  utilization  levels  and  30  percent  utilization 
of  bitterbrush  on  critical  deer  winter  ranges.   Where  implemented, 
vegetation  treatments  would  improve  habitat  that  currently  has  almost  no 
wildlife  value.   This  alternative  would  meet  management  objectives  for 
wildlife  habitat  conditions  and  population  numbers.   Impacts  to  aquatic 
wildlife  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  3.   Wild  horses  would  be 
impacted  as  in  the  proposed  action.   However,  three  miles  of  pasture 
fence  in  allotment  508  would  not  be  built,  therefore  giving  them  more 
freedom  of  movement  than  in  the  proposed  action. 

Scenic  quality  would  be  positively  affected  by  this  alternative. 
Recreation  use,  particularly  hunting,  would  increase  due  to  the  growth 
of  wildlife  populations  in  the  EIS  area. 

There  would  be  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  livestock  use. 
Initial  livestock  allocation  would  be  reduced  from  113,122  AUMs  to 
58,609  AUMs.  In  twenty  years,  vegetative  treatment  and  improved  range 
conditions  would  increase  the  AUM  level  to  112,547  AUMs. 
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Summary 


The  net  present  worth  of  rancher  income  losses  would  be  $-5.9 
million.   The  net  present  worth  of  regional,  state  and  federal  income 
losses  would  be  $-7.4  million.   At  least  25  livestock  operators  would 
have  difficulty  remaining  in  business. 

A  comparison  of  impacts  among  alternatives  is  shown  on  Table  1. 
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Table    1 
Comparative    Impact    Summary 
(Projected    20-Year    Impacts) 


Present  Situation 


Proposed  Action 


Alternative  #1 

No  Livestock 

Grazing 


Alternative  //3 
Alternative  #2  Maximize  Wild- 
No  Action   life  &  Watershed 


Alternative  #4 
60%  Use  Levels 


Alternative  #5 
Maximize  Livestock  Us 


Vegetation: 

Condition  Class  (%  of  area) 


Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Treated 


57% 

35% 

5% 

Trace 

3% 


26% 
27% 

20% 

2% 

25% 


57% 

31% 
8% 
2% 
2% 


64% 

24% 

9% 

1% 

2% 


25% 

36% 

31% 

6% 

2% 


33% 
24% 
16% 

1% 
26% 


36% 
15% 
11% 
2% 
36% 


Soils: 

Annual 

Erosion 

Rates 


1.12  tons/acre/year 


9%  decrease 


18%  decrease 


4%  decrease 


17%  decrease 


7%  decrease 


6%  decrease 


Water  Resources: 


Watershed 

fair-poor 

slight 

improvement 

slight  to  mo- 

No Change 

high 

improve- 

slight 

improvement 

No 

Change 

Condition 

derate  im- 
provement 

ment 

Water  Use  by 

125  acre-feet 

156 

acre-feet 

7.5  acre-feet 

125  acre-feet 

125  acre-feet 

168 

acre-feet 

168 

acre-feet 

livestock  & 

annually 

annually 

annually 

annually 

annually 

annually 

annually 

wildlife 

Ecological  Condition  of 

Wildlife  Habitat 

Mule  Deer 

Summer  Range 

(413,400  acres) 

Poor 

57% 

23% 

54% 

61% 

22% 

30% 

69% 

Fair 

38% 

55% 

36% 

29% 

41% 

53% 

18% 

Good 

5% 

22% 

10% 

10% 

37% 

17% 

13% 

Winter  Range 

(394,000  acres) 

Poor 

56% 

22% 

53% 

60% 

21% 

29% 

68% 

Fair 

37% 

54% 

35% 

28% 

40% 

52% 

17% 

Good 

7% 

24% 

12% 

12% 

39% 

19% 

15% 

Antelope 

(427,500  acres) 

Poor 

58% 

27% 

55% 

62% 

23% 

31% 

70% 

Fair 

37% 

29% 

33% 

26% 

38% 

26% 

17% 

Good 

5% 

44% 

12% 

12% 

39% 

43% 

13% 

Bighorn  Sheep 

(7,800  acres) 

Poor 

5% 

5% 

4% 

5% 

5% 

11% 

18% 

Fair 

26% 

20% 

6% 

26% 

14% 

20% 

21% 

Good 

69% 

75% 

90% 

69% 

81% 

69% 

61% 

Sage  Grouse 

(187,600  acres) 

(nesting) 

Poor 

59% 

25% 

56% 

64% 

24% 

32% 

71% 

Fair 

37% 

54% 

35% 

27% 

40% 

52% 

17% 

Good 

4% 

21% 

9% 

9% 

36% 

16% 

12% 

Meadow/Riparian  (9,700  acres) 
Assoc  Wildlife 

Poor  5% 

Fair  90% 

Good  5% 


5% 
83% 
12% 


3% 
42% 
55% 


14% 

79% 

7% 


3% 
79% 
18% 


6% 

87% 
7% 


21% 
72% 

7% 


Aquatic  Wildlife: 

Fisheries  Habitat  Condition  (%  of  421  stream  miles) 

Poor               51%  5% 

Fair               36%  55% 

Good               13%  40% 


Fisheries  Water  Quality 

and  Quantity  (%  of  42  streams) 
Poor  57% 

Fair  43% 

Good  0% 

Aquatic  Community  Richness  (%  of  42  streams) 
Poor  38% 

Fair  45% 

Good  17% 


Trout  Numbers 
Trout  Pounds 


76,000 
4,000 


14% 
71% 
14% 


9% 
62% 
29% 


224,000 
22,000 


3% 

24% 
73% 


56% 
31% 
13% 


3% 
38% 
59% 


7% 

57% 

11% 

72% 

43% 

71% 

21% 

0% 

18% 

7% 

38% 

7% 

57% 

45% 

60% 

36% 

17% 

33% 

275,000 

70,000 

251,000 

28,000 

3,500 

25,000 

11% 

76% 
13% 


53% 

47% 

0% 


35% 
47% 
18% 


14  5,000 
12,000 


65% 
23% 
12% 


60% 

40% 

0% 


41% 
47% 
15% 


60,000 
3,000 


Wild  Horses: 


Management 

Numbers 


324 


118-178 


338 


118-178 


338 


118-178 


118-178 
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Table   1    (cont.) 


Cultural 

Resources: 


Present  Situation 


Proposed  Action 


Alternative  #1 
No  Livestock 
Grazing 


CR  sites  in  good 
condition,  however, 
12.5  percent  of 
known  CR  sites  are 
deteriorating  from 
llvestcok  trampling 
&  erosion. 


The  P. A.  would  ad- 
versely Impact  CR 
sites  slightly  due 
to  Increased  con- 
centrations of  live- 
stock In  previously 
ungrazed  areas.  Some 
CR  site  deteriora- 
tion due  to  erosion 
would  cease  as  a 
result  of  land 
treatments- 


Adverse  impact 
would  cease; 
sites  pre- 
sently im- 
pacted would 
stabilize  in 
good  condition 


Alternative  #3 
Alternative  92     Maximize  Wild- 
No  Action   life  &  Watershed 


Alternative  #4 
60%  Use  Levels 


Alternative  #5 
Maximize  Livestock  Use 


Adverse  im- 
pacts would 
continue  on 
63  known  CR 
sites,  pre- 
sently unlm- 
pacted  sites 
would  be  ad- 
versely im- 
pacted. 


Adverse  im- 
pacts would 
decrease 
slightly. 


Adverse  Impacts 
would  increase 
slightly  over  those 
presently  occurring 
from  livestock 
concentrations. 


Adverse  impacts  would 
increase  moderately 
from  increased  live- 
stock concentrations. 


Visual 

Resource: 


Scenic  quality  from 
dull  to  spectacular 


Recreation: 
Off-Road  Vehicle 
Quality 

Activity 

Occasions 
Hunting 

Quality 
Activity 

Occasions 


Stable 
175,000 


Declining 
97,585 


Moderate  enhancement 
of  visual  quality. 


Slight  decrease 
300,000 


Increase 
160,000 


High  enhance-    Low  degra- 
ment  of  scenic   dation  of 
quality.         scenic 

qualities. 


Increase 
300,000 


Increase 
150,000 


No  Change 
300,000 


Decline 
140,000 


Moderate  to  Low  to  moderate  de- 
high  enhance-  gradation  of  scenic 
ment  of  scenic  quality, 
quality. 


Slight 

decrease 

300,000 


Increase 
175,000 


Slight  decrease 
300,000 


Slight  Increase 
150,000 


Moderate-high  degra- 
dation of  scenic 
quality. 


Slight  decline 
300,000 


Decline 
130,000 


Fishing 

Quality 

Activity 

Occasions 


Declining 
724 


Increase 
1,500 


Increase 

Slight 
decline 

Increase 

Slight  increase 

2,000 

1,100 

1,700 

1,300 

Decline 
1,000 


Livestock  Grazing: 


Initial  AUM 

113,122 

Allocation 

Projected  20 

Year  AUM 

Allocation 

Economics: 

Income  Changes 

(Net  Present  Worth) 

Rancher 

0 

Regional-(in- 

0 

cludes  rancher 

income) 

National-(In- 

0 

cludes  range 

improvement 

costs) 

Total  (In- 

0 

cludes  Re- 

gional, State 

4  National 

Income 

Changes) 

Employment  Changes 

years  1-10 

0 

years  11-15 

0 

years  16-20 

0 

Ranch  Consolidations 
Number  of 
operators 


78,336 
142,276 


-S3. 3  million 
-$3.2  million 


-$2.8  million 


-$6.5  million 


-36  jobs 
-22  jobs 
+  6  jobs 


21 


-$15.7  million 
-$20.8  million 


-$0.2  million 


-$23.2  million 


-174 
-174 
-174 


43 


113,122 
113,122 


56,507 


104,214 


-$6.2  million 
-$6.5  million 


-$1.6  million 


-$8.9  million 


-77 
-18 
+12 


25 


93,921 
153,402 


-$1.3  million 
-$1.0  million 


-$2.6  million 


-$4.0  million 


-12 
-  4 
+  3 


14 


113,122 


146,361 


+$1.0  million 
+$1.6  million 


-$3.7  million 


-$1.9  million 


+15 
+13 
+10 


Social  Conditions 

Values  and 

Attitudes 


Livestock  operators 
in  the  study  area 
perceive  a  good 
quality  of  life 
based  on  contin- 
uation of  their 
ranching  lifestyle. 

Recreation  In- 
terests are  mostly 
satisfied  with  op- 
portunities within 
the  study  area. 
However,  more 
hunting  &  fishing 
opportunities  are 
desired. 


21  operators  may  be 
forced  to  sell  or 
consolidate  which 
would  threaten  con- 
tinuation of  their 
ranching  lifestyle. 
18  ranchers  would  be 
pleased  with  in- 
creased allocation. 

Recreation  users 
would  be  pleased 
with  increased 
opportunities. 


43  operators 
may  be  forced 
to  consider 
consolidation 
or  sales  of 
their  opera- 
tion which 
would  threaten 
continuation 
of  their  life- 
style. 

Recreation 
users  would  be 
pleased  with 
Increased 
opportunities. 


Ranchers 
would  be 
pleased  that 
no  change 
would  be  dic- 
tated by  the 
government. 

Recreation 

users 

feelings 

would  be  the 

same  as  the 

present 

situation. 


25  operators 
may  be  forced 
to  sell  or 
consolidate 
which  would 
threaten  con- 
tinuation of 
their  ranching 
lifestyle. 

Recreation 
users  would  be 
pleased  with 
Increased 
opportunities. 


14  ranchers  may  be 
forced  to  sell  or 
consolidate  which 
would  threaten  con- 
tinuation of  their 
ranching  lifestyle. 
34  operators  would 
be  pleased  with 
Increased  allo- 
cations. 

Recreation  users 
would  be  pleased 
with  Increased 
opportunities. 


Ranchers  would  be 
pleased  that  no 
changes  In  their  life- 
style would  be 
dictated  by  the 
government . 

Recreation  users  would 
be  disappointed  that 
there  would  be  a  re- 
duction in  recreation 
opportunities. 
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Table    1    (cont . ) 


Resource 


Alternative  #6 


Alternative  #7 


Vegetation: 

Condition  Class  (%  of  area) 


Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Treated 


26% 
27% 
20% 

2% 
25% 


23% 
35% 

31% 
6% 
5% 


Soils: 


Annual  Erosion 
Rates 


9%  decrease 


17%  decrease 


Water  Resources: 


Watershed  Condition 
Water  Use  by  live- 
stock &  wildlife 


Slight  improvement 
156  acre-feet  annually 


High  improvement 
114  acre-feet  annually 


Ecological  Condition  of 
Wildlife  Habitat 


Mule  Deer 

Summer  Range 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Winter  Range 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Antelope 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Bighorn  Sheep 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Sage  Grouse  (nesting) 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 


(413 

,400  acres) 

23% 

55% 

22% 

(394 

,000  acres) 

22% 

54% 

24% 

(427 

,500  acres) 

27% 

29% 

44% 

(7,1 

300  acres) 

5% 

20% 

75% 

(187 

,600  acres) 

25% 

54% 

21% 

19% 
41% 
40% 


20% 
40% 
40% 


23% 
38% 
39% 


5% 
14% 
81% 


24% 
40% 
36% 


Meadow/Riparian  Assoc. 

Wildlife 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 


(9,700  acres) 

5% 
83% 
12% 


3% 
79% 

18% 


Aquatic  Wildlife: 

Fisheries  Habitat  Condition  (%  of  421  stream  miles) 
Poor  5% 

Fair  55% 

Good  40% 


3% 
38% 
59% 


Fisheries  Water  Quality  and 
Quantity  (%  of  42  streams) 
Poor 
Fair 
Good 


14% 
71% 
14% 


11% 

71% 
18% 


Aquatic  Community  Richness  (%  of  42  streams) 
Poor  9% 

Fair  62% 

Good  29% 


7% 
60% 
33% 


Trout  Numbers 
Trout  Pounds 


224,000 
22,000 


251,000 
25,000 


Wild  Horses: 
Management  Numbers 


118-178 


118-178 
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Table   1    (cont.) 


Resource 


Alternative  #6 


Alternative  #7 


Cultural  Resources: 


Visual  Resource: 


Alt.  6  would  adversely 
impact  CR  sites  slightly 
due  to  increased 
concentrations  of  livestock 
in  previously  ungrazed 
areas.   Some  CR  site 
deterioration  due  to 
erosion  would  cease  as  a 
result  of  land  treatments. 

VRM  classes  I  &  II  would  be 
adversely  impacted; 
moderate  enhancement  of 
scenic  quality  would  occur 
on  classes  III  &  IV. 


Slight  beneficial  impacts 
may  occur  to  cultural 
resource  sites  presently 
suffering  from  erosion  due 
to  the  implementation  of 
vegetative  improvement 
treatments. 


Moderate  to  high  enhance- 
ment of  scenic  quality. 


Recreation: 

Off-Road  Vehicle 

Quality 
Activity  Occasions 

Hunting  Quality 
Activity  Occasions 

Fishing  Quality 
Activity  Occasions 


Slight  decrease 

300,000 

Increase 
160,000 

Increase 
1,500 


Slight  decrease 

300,000 

Increase 
195,000 

Increase 
1,700 


Livestock  Grazing: 
Initial  AUM  Allocation 
Projected  20-Year  AUM 
Allocation 


78,336 
142,276 


58,609 
112,547 


Economics : 

Income  Changes 

(Net   Present   Worth) 

Rancher 
Regional-( Includes 

rancher  income) 
National-( Includes 

range  improvement 

costs) 
Total  (Includes 

Regional,  State  & 

National  Income 

Changes) 

Employment  Changes 
years  1-10 
years  11-15 
years  16-20 

Ranch  Consolidations 
Number  of  operators 

Social  Conditions: 
Values  and  Attitudes 


-$3.3  million 

-$3.3  million 
-$2.2  million 

-$6.0  million 


-36  jobs 

-22  jobs 

+6  jobs 
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21  operators  may  be  forced 
to  sell  or  consolidate 
which  would  threaten  con- 
tinuation of  their  life- 
style.  18  ranchers  would 
receive  increased  alloca- 
tions.  There  may  be  a 
strengthening  of  rancher's 
feelings  of  social  well- 
being  based  on  voluntary 
participation  rather  than 
mandated  adjustments. 

Recreation  users  would  be 
pleased  with  Increased 
opportunities. 


-$5.9  million 

-$5.2  million 
-$1 .4  million 

-$7.4  million 


-66 

-  2 
+34 


25 


25  operators  may  be  forced 
to  sell  or  consolidate 
which  would  threaten  con- 
tinuation of  their  ranching 
lifestyle . 

Recreation  users  would  be 
pleased  with  increased 
opportunities . 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  IN  PREPARATION  OF  THE  FINAL  EIS 


A  60  day  public  comment  period  (April  10  through  June  10,  1980)  was 
provided  on  the  Draft  EIS  to  allow  public  review  and  comment.   Over  400 
copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  mailed  to  individuals,  federal,  state  and 
local  government  agencies  and  to  non-government  organizations. 

The  Draft  EIS  was  distributed  to  those  agencies,  organizations  and 
individuals  listed  in  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  section  of  the 
Draft  EIS  (page  5-1).   The  following  list  identifies  additional 
distribution  of  the  Draft  EIS: 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

U.P.I.  Wire  Service 

Ada  County  Commissioners 

Ada  County  Soil  Conservation,  Meridian 

Idaho  Statesman 

Boise  National  Forest 

Doug  Hyslop 

Ken  Robison 

Owyhee  Chronicle 

J.  Tom  Meader 

Runft  &  Longeteig 

Dr.  Ronald  Weedon,  Chadron  State  College 

Martha  Taylor 

John  Whitsett 

Gloria  Otto 

David  Barney 

Rodney  Hawes 

University  of  Idaho,  Biological  Science  Department 

Jere  Lee  Gilles 

Wayne  Pickerill 

Notice  of  its  availability  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
April  15,  1980.  In  addition  to  the  Federal  Register  notice,  a  national 
press  release  was  issued  from  the  BLM  Washington  Office.  The  BLM  Boise 
District  Office  sent  out  a  media  release  to  approximately  85  statewide 
and  regional  television  and  radio  stations  and  newspapers.  The  Federal 
Register  and  media  releases  also  gave  the  dates  and  places  for  the 
following  listed  public  hearings  that  were  held: 

May  28,  1980  -  Red  Lion  Inn,  Boise,  Idaho 

May  29,  1980  -  Marsing  Grade  School,  Marsing,  Idaho 

During  the  review  period,  30  letters  were  received  from  federal, 
state  and  local  agencies,  private  organizations  and  interested  citizens. 
Fifteen  individuals  gave  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearings.   A 
hearings  officer  presided  over  the  hearings  and  testimony  was  recorded 
verbatim  by  a  court  reporter.   The  BLM  Boise  Assistant  District  Manager, 
Owyhee  Resource  Area  Manager  and  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Team 
Leader  comprised  the  BLM  panel  at  the  hearings.   A  copy  of  the  public 
hearing  transcripts  is  on  file  at  the  BLM  Boise  District  Office. 
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All  letters  and  public  hearing  comments  were  reviewed  and  considered 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.   Table  2  (page  58,  Comment  & 
Response  Section)  lists  the  letters  that  were  received  and  the 
individuals  who  gave  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearings. 

Although  all  public  input  will  be  considered  when  management 
decisions  for  the  Owyhee  area  are  made,  only  comments  that  presented  new 
data,  questioned  facts  or  the  adequacy  of  the  impact  analyses  and  raised 
questions  or  issues  bearing  directly  upon  the  Draft  EIS  were  responded 
to  in  this  Final  EIS.   The  text  change  section  indicates  how  the  Draft 
EIS  was  changed  to  respond  to  these  comments  where  necessary. 

Development  of  Alternative  6 

Following  distribution  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  BLM  was  contacted  by 
Owyhee  area  cattlemen  to  discuss  means  by  which  they  could  provide  input 
into  the  Final  EIS  and  management  decision.   A  meeting  was  held  on  May  6 
with  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Action  Committee,  consisting  of 
approximately  ten  Owyhee  cattlemen  representing  the  Owyhee  County 
Cattlemen's  Association;  and  Dave  Tidwell,  Rangeland  Resource 
Coordinator,  University  of  Idaho.   At  this  meeting  it  was  felt  the  best 
way  to  incorporate  their  suggested  changes  and  concerns  into  the  EIS 
would  be  to  develop  an  additional  alternative. 

Subsequent  meetings  were  held  with  Dave  Tidwell  on  May  9  and  May  21 
to  discuss  specific  actions  that  would  be  included  in  the  alternative. 
Using  input  from  these  meetings,  the  Action  Committee  with  assistance 
from  Mr.  Tidwell,  prepared  a  description  of  Alternative  6  which  was 
presented  to  and  accepted  by  the  Owyhee  County  Cattlemen's  Association. 
This  alternative  was  presented  as  testimony  by  Mike  Hanley  (Co-chairman 
of  the  Action  Committee),  at  the  public  hearing  in  Marsing  on  May  29. 

Following  the  public  hearings,  it  became  apparent  that  several 
ranchers  within  the  EIS  area  did  not  wholly  support  the  alternative  as 
presented.   Consequently,  the  ranchers  held  a  meeting  on  June  9  to 
discuss  the  points  with  which  they  disagreed.   The  majority  of  the  area 
ranchers,  as  well  as  the  BLM,  were  present  at  the  meeting.   Since  all 
points  of  contention  were  not  resolved  at  this  meeting,  a  subsequent 
meeting  was  held  with  Dave  Tidwell  and  the  Action  Committee  on  June  16 
to  finalize  the  alternative. 

The  primary  role  of  the  BLM  during  these  meetings  was  to  provide 
assistance  to  the  cattlemen  regarding  the  wording,  format,  level  of 
detail  and  type  of  actions  which  could  be  considered  in  an  additional 
alternative.   The  specific  content  of  the  alternative  was  provided  by 
the  cattlemen. 

Following  these  meetings,  the  revised  alternative  was  submitted  to 
the  BLM  to  be  considered  along  with  other  alternatives  in  the  Final  EIS. 
The  revised  alternative  is  included,  as  submitted,  in  the  Comment  and 
Response  section  (page  91). 

Since  the  alternative  incorporated  an  impact  assessment  by  the 
cattlemen,  it  was  reworded  to  be  consistent  with  other  alternatives 
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prior  to  EIS  team  evaluation.   Also,  the  alternative  as  submitted,  was 
not  specific  on  several  management  proposals.   It  was  necessary  to 
specify  various  elements  so  a  meaningful  analysis  could  be  provided. 
The  description  of  Alternative  6  as  it  was  reworded  for  EIS  team 
evaluation,  was  reviewed  by  Dave  Tidwell  on  July  3,  whereby,  he 
indicated  that  it  was  satisfactorily  written. 

Impact  assessment  provided  by  the  Owyhee  cattlemen  was  considered  by 
the  EIS  team  when  doing  their  assessment. 

Development  of  Alternative  7 

Alternative  7  was  developed  primarily  as  a  result  of  written 
comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIS  by  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation,  the 
Third  District  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  and  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game.   These  letters  of  comment  suggested  analysis  of  a 
reasonable  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  that  contained  a  mix  of 
resource  allocations  not  analyzed  in  the  proposed  action  or  other 
alternatives.  A  meeting  was  held  with  Bill  Meiners  and  Russ  Heughins  on 
June  13  to  discuss  the  specific  types  of  actions  they  felt  should  be 
analyzed  in  an  additional  alternative. 

Using  input  from  this  meeting  with  their  comment  letters,  BLM 
wildlife  biologists,  range  specialists,  the  Owyhee  Area  Manager  and  the 
EIS  Team  Leader  prepared  the  description  of  Alternative  7.   This 
alternative  was  reviewed  with  Bill  Meiners  on  July  8.   He  indicated  that 
it  adequately  addressed  those  points  he  felt  should  be  considered  in  an 
additional  alternative. 
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ALTERNATIVE  6 

Introduction 

This  alternative  emphasizes  the  development  of  voluntary  cooperative 
range  management  programs  following  completion  of  the  EIS  and  Management 
Framework  Plan  decision  and  prior  to  the  implementation  of  formal 
allotment  management  plans.   By  working  closely  with  range  users  and 
other  interests  involved,  it  is  anticipated  that  BLM  could  implement 
grazing  management  on  a  portion  of  the  EIS  area  earlier  than  the 
five-year  period  assumed  for  project  development  and  grazing  system 
implementation  described  in  the  proposed  action.   It  is  also  anticipated 
that  the  land  treatment  projects  could  be  implemented  earlier  than  the 
fifteen-year  period  described  in  the  proposed  action  through 
contributions  of  money  and  manpower  from  range  users. 

Objectives 

The  objectives  of  Alternative  6  would  be  identical  to  those  of  the 
proposed  action.   In  addition,  the  following  policies,  goals,  and 
objectives  are  explicitly  stated: 

1.  To  achieve  a  productive  ecological  range  condition  two  to 
eight  years  earlier  than  in  the  proposed  action  by  voluntarily 
initiating  sound  management  principles  immediately  rather  than 
according  to  the  implementation  schedule  described  in  the 
proposed  action. 

2.  To  promote  cooperative  resource  management  which  recognizes  the 
needs  of  all  interests. 

3.  To  promote  coordinated  voluntary  range  and  allotment  planning 
on  all  intermingled  and  associated  land  ownerships  with  the 
cooperation  of  private  landowners,  Idaho  Department  of  Lands, 
Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department,  USDA  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
and  others  as  appropriate. 

4.  Provide  for  a  program  of  continuous  range  improvement  through 
the  identification  of  long-range  operations  and  maintenance 
responsibilities.   These  would  allow  projects  to  be  planned, 
carried  out,  and  maintained  in  a  systematic  manner  and 
establish  target  levels  of  vegetative  condition  and 
capability. 

5.  Recognize  the  need  for  maintaining  a  strong  local  food  and 
fiber  producing  industry  and  thriving  recreational 
opportunities  for  local  citizens  and  visitors. 

6.  Recognize  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  present  ranching 
society  in  Owyhee  County  and  its  associated  low  human 
population  density  upon  which  the  future  of  desirable  wildlife 
and  recreational  opportunities  depend. 
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Forage  Allocation 

Vegetation  would  be  allocated  to  livestock  and  wild  horses,  deer, 
antelope  and  bighorn  sheep,  as  in  the  proposed  action.   Wild  horses 
would  be  managed  within  a  range  of  118  to  178.   According  to  the  1977 
vegetation  inventory,  there  is  an  apparent  forage  deficiency  of 
approximately  34,786  AUMs  below  the  total  active  grazing  preference  (31 
percent),  and  26,673  AUMs  below  the  1975-79  average  use  (24  percent). 
The  forage  use  is  summarized  below: 

Alternative  6  -  Proposed  Use!/ 

Proposed  Use  Existing  Use 

Livestock  78,336  105,0091/ 

Wildlife  2,152                  1,135 

Wild  horses  2,329                  4,225 

TOTAL  82,817  110,369 

±J   Competitive  livestock  AUMs 

£/  Five-year  average  active  licensed  use 

The  vegetation  allocation  for  intensive  management  areas  is  based  on 
50-60  percent  utilization  levels  of  palatable  plants.   On  allotments  not 
intensively  managed,  the  forage  allocation  is  based  on  biological  limits 
(30-50  percent  utilization  levels).   On  intensive  management  areas,  the 
50  percent  utilization  level  would  be  applied  until  specific  AMP 
objectives  have  been  achieved  (including  the  twenty-year  objectives  for 
ecological  condition).   At  that  time,  utilization  levels  up  to  60 
percent  would  be  considered  if  consistent  with  AMP  and  MFP  goals. 
Utilization  levels  which  exceed  50  to  60  percent  would  be  allowed  to 
achieve  specific  objectives.   Examples  would  be  to  allow  70-80  percent 
utilization  to  remove  wolf  plants  on  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  or  to 
graze  bitterbrush  heavier  than  50  percent  to  achieve  a  desired  form 
class.   Periodic  heavy  grazing  of  cheatgrass  might  also  be  desired  to 
achieve  management  objectives. 

Adjustments  in  livestock  use,  if  necessary,  would  be  scheduled  over 
a  five-year  period  on  allotments  in  which  cooperative  management  plans 
are  developed.   On  allotments  where  cooperative  management  agreements 
are  not  developed,  adjustments  would  be  implemented  within  a  three-year 
period  as  described  in  the  proposed  action.   Features  of  the  cooperative 
interim  management  plans  are  described  in  the  following  section  on 
livestock  grazing  management. 

There  would  be  1  to  1  1/2  years  of  consultation  between  BLM  and  the 
permittee  prior  to  implementation  of  a  management  decision.   Following 
the  mutually  agreed  upon  decision,  there  would  be  an  annual  review.   The 
term  of  the  initial  decision  would  be  two  to  three  years,  at  which  time 
it  would  be  reviewed  for  effectiveness,  renegotiated  and  renewed. 
Following  the  first  five  years,  subsequent  plans  would  follow  a  mutually 
agreed  upon  term.   Studies  of  range  condition  and  trend  would  be 
conducted  and  reviewed  annually  by  the  permittee,  BLM  and  other  involved 
agencies  and  persons.   Livestock  adjustment  would  not  occur  on  ranges 
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Description  of  Alt.  6 


which  do  not  exhibit  a  downward  trend  if  utilization  levels  are  within 
the  desired  utilization  levels,  and  the  range  is  responding  to 
management . 

1.  Needed  adjustments  would  be  made  utilizing  changes  in  numbers 
or  time,  as  mutually  agreed  to  by  the  permittees  and  BLM. 
Imbalances  in  grazing  capacities  between  fields  would  also  be 
corrected  wherever  possible  through  season-of-use  adjustments. 

2.  Livestock  operators  would  be  allowed  to  utilize  voluntary 
non-use  rather  than  having  their  grazing  preference  reduced. 

3.  The  permittee  and  BLM  would  agree  to  a  program  of  range 
improvements.   These  would  provide  private  and  federal 
participation  to  insure  restoration  of  livestock  use  at  or 
above  original  levels  in  the  shortest  possible  time. 

4.  Livestock  use  would  be  monitored  annually  by  operators  and  BLM. 
When  the  range  is  improving  or  stabilized,  and  utilization 

of  key  species  is  at  the  agreed  upon  levels,  no  further 
reductions  would  be  required. 

Additional  forage  production  would  be  allocated  as  described  in  the 
proposed  action. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  three  levels  of  management  intensity,  grazing  systems  and 
seasons-of-use  for  individual  allotments  would  be  the  same  as  described 
in  the  proposed  action. 

The  grazing  systems  currently  identified  for  allotments  in  the 
intensive  management  category  would  be  developed  in  close  consultation 
and  cooperation  with  the  permittees  and  other  user  interests  at  the  AMP 
stage.   On  areas  not  intensively  managed,  BLM  would  assist  permittees  in 
the  development  of  cooperative,  coordinated,  voluntary  range  management 
programs.   Where  these  programs  are  initiated  and  designed  to  meet  BLM 
allotment  objectives,  grazing  utilization  levels  up  to  50  percent  would 
be  allowed.   Grazing  capacities  would  be  determined  accordingly,  rather 
than  by  biological  limits.   Once  AMP  objectives  are  met,  grazing 
utilization  levels  up  to  60  percent  would  be  considered  if  consistent 
with  MFP  and  AMP  goals. 

Following  completion  of  the  EIS  and  MFP  and  prior  to  implementation 
of  formal  allotment  management  plans,  the  range  users  would  initiate 
voluntary  interim  management  actions  to  accelerate  range  improvement  and 
forage  production.   These  actions  could  consist  of  a  combination  of  the 
following  actions: 

1.    Later  turn  out  dates  which  coincide  with  plant  growth  stages. 
Practicable  turn  out  dates  would  be  developed  to  encourage  the 
most  rapid  and  practical  improvement  in  range  condition. 
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2.  Areas  traditionally  used  in  the  spring  would  be  deferred 
on  alternate  years  during  the  grazing  season. 

3.  Grazing  at  utilization  levels  which  are  less  than  50  percent  on 
areas  which  exhibit  low  plant  vigor. 

4.  Development  of  grazing  programs  by  the  permittee  individually 
or  with  assistance  from  SCS  or  other  state  and  federal 
agencies.   These  would  be  reviewed  by  BLM  for  compliance  with 
management  objectives. 

Stream  and  riparian  habitat  management  would  be  as  described  in  the 
proposed  action.   However,  complete  exclusion  of  grazing  would  not  be 
applied  unless  monitoring  studies  indicate  the  management  objective  of 
achieving  fair  fisheries  habitat  condition  in  five  years  and  good 
condition  in  ten  years  is  not  being  met.   Special  riparian  management 
practices  would  be  incorporated  into  grazing  systems  where  possible  on 
64  stream  miles,  and  log  structures  would  be  placed  on  86  stream  miles 
as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Implementation  and  Maintenance  of  Range  Improvements  and  Land  Treatments 

The  Owyhee  cattlemen  have  requested  that  stewardship  programs  be 
developed.   The  BLM  would  consider  designing  the  EIS  area  as  an 
Experimental  Stewardship  Area  without  a  chartered  steering  committee. 
The  ad  hoc  Owyhee  County  Cattlemen's  Association  Action  Committee  would 
provide  the  necessary  direction  and  coordination. 

The  purpose  of  the  Experimental  Stewardship  Program  in  Owyhee  County 
would  be  to  assist  the  BLM  in  devising  and  testing  innovative  range 
resource  management  practices  and  incentives  for  encouraging 
participation  and  investment  in  range  improvements  by  ranchers  and  local 
interest  groups. 

Authorized  range  improvements  placed  on  federal  land  by  permittees 
would  be  encouraged.   The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  the 
Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act  and  BLM  regulation  and  policy  provide 
the  following  protection  or  incentives  for  private  investments  in  range 
improvements  which  would  be  considered. 

1.  Should  the  permittee  lose  his  permit  through  no  fault  of  his 
own,  he  may: 

a.  Remove  the  improvements  from  federal  land. 

b.  Be  reimbursed  up  to  fair  market  value  by  the  federal 
government. 

c.  Be  reimbursed  up  to  fair  market  value  by  the  successor-in- 
interest. 

2.  If  a  stewardship  program  were  initiated,  the  following 
incentives  for  range  improvements  would  be  considered: 
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a.  The  payment  of  up  to  50  percent  of  the  amount  due  the 
federal  government  for  grazing  fees  in  the  form  of  a 
credit  for  improvement  work. 

b.  Sharing  in  the  benefits  of  improvements. 

c.  Official  recognition  of  good  management  to  be  placed  in 
the  permittee's  permanent  record. 

d.  Other  innovative  incentives  deemed  appropriate. 

Based  on  implementation  of  existing  management  plans  and  experience 
with  operators  within  the  EIS  area,  it  is  estimated  that  range  users 
would  contribute  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  fences  and  springs  in  the 
form  of  labor.   They  would  also  contribute  50  percent  of  the  labor  costs 
for  controlled  burning.   The  BLM  would  fund  the  remaining  developments 
as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

The  amount  and  location  of  project  development  and  land  treatments 
would  be  as  described  in  the  proposed  action.   The  criteria  for 
development  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the  proposed  action  with 
the  following  exceptions: 

1.  Spraying,  chaining  and  seeding  with  mechanical  ground  equipment 
in  Class  I  or  II  VRM  areas  or  areas  under  wilderness  review 
would  be  allowed  if  such  treatment  would  be  required  to  achieve 
MFP  or  AMP  objectives.   Treatments  would  be  accomplished  within 
the  interim  management  guidelines  for  wilderness  study  areas. 

2.  Sagebrush  spraying  on  deer  summer  ranges  or  sage  grouse  areas 
would  be  allowed  provided  no  significant  negative  impact  on 
game  species  would  occur. 

3.  Spraying  within  one-fourth  mile  of  riparian  areas  would  be 
allowed,  if  site  specific  analysis  indicated  that  no 
significant  adverse  impacts  would  occur. 

4.  Close  coordination  would  be  maintained  with  the  Owyhee  County 
Historical  Society  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  when  planning  projects  in  high  cultural  resource  site 
density  areas. 

Monitoring  Program 

The  monitoring  program  described  in  the  proposed  action  would  be 
initiated.   It  would  be  developed  in  close  cooperation  with  range  users. 
A  portion  of  the  additional  manpower  required  for  utilization  studies 
(30  work  months)  would  be  contributed  by  range  users  following  training 
by  BLM  personnel.   Responsibility  for  conduct  and  recording  of 
utilization  studies  would  be  described  in  the  AMP. 

Implementation  Schedule 

The  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  occur  in  the  same 
sequence  as  the  proposed  action.   Adjustments  in  grazing  use  would  be 
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over  a  five-year  period  where  cooperative  interim  grazing  management 
programs  are  developed.   Where  cooperative  management  programs  are  not 
developed,  adjustments  would  be  scheduled  over  a  three-year  period  as 
described  in  the  proposed  action.   Water  developments,  fencing  and 
grazing  systems  would  be  implemented  within  a  five-year  period  following 
completion  of  the  EIS. 

Land  treatment  practices  (brush  control  and  seeding)  would  be 
completed  and  available  for  use  as  soon  as  practicable.   Subject  to  the 
availability  of  funds  on  the  part  of  range  users  and  BLM,  and  to  the 
ability  of  livestock  operators  to  withhold  livestock  from  treatable 
sites,  the  maximum  possible  acreage  of  land  treatments  would  be  carried 
out  on  sites  having  the  greatest  productive  potential  during  the  first 
five-year  period.   Those  practices  which  would  yield  smaller  resource 
benefits  would  be  carried  out  during  the  subsequent  five-year  periods. 

Through  contributions  of  money  and  manpower  from  range  users,  it  is 
anticipated  that  land  treatments  would  be  completed  in  less  than  fifteen 
years  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVE  6 

Assumption  and  Analysis  Guidelines 

Money  and  manpower  would  be  available  on  an  accelerated  basis  to 
provide  archaeological  clearance  if  project  development  is  completed 
earlier  than  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Grazing  use  would  be  held  to  50  percent  utilization  levels.   The 
impact  analysis  of  60  percent  utilization  levels  under  Alternative  4 
indicated  MFP  objectives  would  not  be  met  within  the  twenty  year  time 
frame  if  60  percent  use  levels  were  allowed. 

A  five-year  phase-in  period  for  adjustments  in  livestock  use  would 
be  initiated  on  all  allotments. 

VEGETATION 

Although  implementation  of  grazing  management  prior  to  development 
of  AMPs  would  initiate  plant  vigor  restoration  up  to  two  years  earlier, 
the  improvement  of  vegetation  condition  would  not  be  significantly 
different  than  described  in  the  proposed  action.   The  rate  which  the 
range  would  improve  appears  to  be  quite  slow.   Mueggler  (1975)  found 
that  poor  vigor  Idaho  fescue  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass  would  recover  to 
normal  levels  of  vigor  if  protected  from  clipping  for  six  to  eight 
years.   Dillion  and  Wallenmeyer  (1966)  state  low  vigored  bluebunch 
wheatgrass  needs  all  its  leaves  to  improve,  especially  when  the  stand 
has  been  invaded  by  cheatgrass. 

McLean  and  Tisdale  (1972)  found  20  to  40  years  of  complete  rest  was 
required  for  range  to  recover  excellent  condition  after  overgrazing.  On 
poor  condition  range,  ten  years  rest  yielded  little  change  in  condition. 
The  change  from  poor  to  fair  took  longer  than  the  change  from  fair  to 
good. 

Therefore,  the  impacts  to  vegetation  from  grazing  management,  land 
treatments,  and  range  improvements  are  not  predicted  to  be  significantly 
different  from  those  outlined  in  the  proposed  action  (see  pages  4-2  to 
4-11,  Draft  EIS). 

SOILS 

This  alternative  would  decrease  soil  erosion  and  compaction  and 
increase  soil  productivity.   Implementation  of  grazing  systems  two  years 
earlier  than  the  proposed  action  would  initiate  quicker  improvement  in 
plant  vigor.  However,  these  benefits  may  be  offset  by  the  delay  in  the 
adjustment  schedule.   Generally  there  would  be  no  significant  difference 
in  the  short  or  long-term  erosion  rates  from  that  described  in  the 
proposed  action.   In  twenty  years,  the  annual  erosion  rate  would  be 
reduced  from  the  present  1.12  tons/acre/year  to  1.02  tons/acre/year. 

WATER  RESOURCES 

Impacts  on  watershed  condition,  water  availability  and  water  use 
would  be  as  described  in  the  proposed  action.   Overall  watershed 
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conditions  would  be  slightly  improved  due  to  reduced  erosion  rates  and 
improved  ground  cover. 

TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE 

Impacts  of  Alternative  6  on  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  impacts 
described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Mule  Deer 

Mule  deer  habitat  condition  and  population  would  improve  similar  to 
the  proposed  action,  with  some  exceptions. 

Local  deer  herds  usually  summer  in  the  same  areas  every  year.   Of 
the  three  classes  of  forage  (browse,  forbs  and  grasses),  grass  is  an 
important  source  of  protein  in  early  spring  and  late  fall.   Forb 
consumption  is  greatest  in  late  spring  and  is  a  prominent  part  of  the 
summer  diet.   Spraying  for  sagebrush  in  deer  summer  ranges  would  reduce 
the  forb  and  shrub  species.   The  optimum  summer  diet  of  mule  deer 
consists  of  50  percent  forbs,  45  percent  shrubs,  and  5  percent  grass. 
Spraying  summer  use  areas  would  remove  the  essential  forb  and  shrub  diet 
components.   This  action  could  be  critical  to  fawn  survival  rate  and 
overall  herd  productivity.   Therefore,  there  may  be  specific  sites  where 
no  spraying  would  occur  on  deer  summer  ranges. 

Antelope 

Antelope  habitat  conditions  and  population  would  improve  similar  to 
that  stated  in  the  proposed  action. 

Spraying  of  deer  summer  ranges  which  overlap  antelope  ranges  can 
have  adverse  impacts  to  the  populations.   Antelope  summer  diet  consists 
of  approximately  40  percent  forbs,  50  percent  shrubs  and  five  percent 
grass  (Kitchen  1974).   The  removal  of  the  f orb-shrub  components  of  the 
local  diet  can  have  an  adverse  impact  on  herd  productivity.   Therefore, 
there  may  be  specific  sites  where  no  sagebrush  spraying  would  occur  on 
antelope  ranges. 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Vegetative  improvement  would  slightly  benefit  the  bighorn 
population.   Water  development  could  cause  the  local  overuse  of  forage 
important  to  bighorn  sheep  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Sage  Grouse 

Sage  grouse  habitat  and  populations  would  improve  similar  to  that 
stated  in  the  proposed  action. 

Spraying  of  sagebrush  in  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood  rearing  areas 
may  cause  adverse  impacts  to  population  growth.   Braun  et  al.  (1977) 
found  that  in  May,  sage  grouse  shift  from  a  sagebrush  dominated  diet  to 
a  diet  dominated  by  forbs.   Klebenow  and  Gray  (1967)  stated  that  52 
percent  of  sage  grouse  chick  diet  was  insects  during  the  first  week 
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after  hatching.  After  one  week,  insect  volume  dropped  and  forbs  became 
important  and  continued  as  a  major  food  source  throughout  the  summer. 
Spraying  for  sagebrush  on  these  critical  areas  would  cause  an  increase 
in  the  chick  mortality  rate  and  a  decrease  in  population  growth. 
Therefore,  there  may  be  specific  sites  where  no  spraying  would  occur  on 
sage  grouse  areas. 

Waterfowl 

Waterfowl  populations  are  expected  to  increase  as  described  in  the 
proposed  action. 

Riparian  Associated  Wildlife 

Riparian  associated  habitat  would  improve  as  stated  in  the  proposed 
action.   Areas  with  significant  improvement  would  be  the  result  of 
fencing  programs. 

Summary 

Alternative  6  would  provide  the  habitat  condition  to  support 
wildlife  populations  as  stated  in  the  proposed  action.   Given  the 
mitigating  measure  that  spraying  would  not  occur  if  adverse  impacts 
would  result,  management  objectives  should  be  met. 

AQUATIC  WILDLIFE 

Impacts  to  aquatic  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  proposed  action.   However,  a  five-year  time  lag  in  meeting  the 
stream  objective  outlined  in  the  proposed  action  would  result  on  that 
percentage  of  the  64  stream  miles  which  would  not  be  fenced  to  exclude 
livestock  unless  monitoring  studies  indicated  objectives  were  not  being 
achieved.   It  is  anticipated  that  approximately  25  of  the  64  stream 
miles  would  not  be  fenced  to  incorporate  special  riparian  management 
practices,  but  would  be  grazed  under  the  grazing  system  proposed  for  the 
entire  allotment.   As  was  documented  in  the  discussion  of  stream 
improvement  under  the  grazing  systems  in  the  proposed  action,  little 
improvement  in  stream  condition  is  anticipated.   Therefore,  it  is 
anticipated  that  exclusion  of  grazing  would  be  required  in  five  years  to 
meet  objectives.   The  projection  of  fisheries  habitat  condition  in 
twenty  years  would  not  be  significantly  different  from  that  described  in 
the  proposed  action  because  of  the  rapid  rate  of  improvement  anticipated 
following  exclusion  of  grazing  on  these  stream  miles. 

WILD  HORSES 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  proposed 
action.   Wild  horses  would  benefit  from  improved  vegetative  condition 
and  water  development.   Fences  would  restrict  wild  horse  movement  during 
the  livestock  grazing  season. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Adverse  impacts  to  prehistoric  and  historic  cultural  resource  sites 
would  increase  slightly  over  the  present  situation  as  described  in  the 
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proposed  action.   These  impacts  would  occur  from  increased 
concentrations  of  livestock  near  spring  and  reservoir  developments  and 
on  areas  currently  ungrazed  or  lightly  grazed.   Beneficial  impacts  in 
the  form  of  increased  vegetative  cover  would  decrease  the  effects  of 
erosion  on  cultural  resources.   Slight  beneficial  effects  to  those 
cultural  resource  sites  presently  being  impacted  by  erosion  could  occur 
due  to  the  accelerated  implementation  of  land  treatment  projects. 

WILDERNESS 

The  relative  impact  and  residual  effects  of  this  alternative  on  the 
wilderness  resource,  assuming  full  implementation,  would  be  the  same  as 
that  described  under  the  proposed  action. 

Lands  under  wilderness  review  would  be  managed  under  the  Interim 
Management  Policy  (page  2-14,  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  Draft  EIS) 
so  their  suitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness  would  not  be 
impaired.   Specific  impacts  of  each  proposed  activity  would  be  assessed 
in  site-specific  analysis.   To  assure  compliance  with  the 
"nonimpairment"  standard  of  the  Interim  Management  Policy,  full 
responsibility  for  the  development,  maintenance  and  operation  of 
approved  range  improvements  on  all  lands  under  wilderness  review  would 
remain  with  BLM.   The  Interim  Management  Policy  recognizes  the  need  to 
meet  the  objectives  of  Allotment  Management  Plans  whenever  possible. 
However,  current  policy  prohibits  the  use  of  chemical,  mechanical  and 
biological  methods  of  vegetative  manipulation  and  mechanical  methods  of 
seeding  because  these  methods  cannot  comply  with  the  "nonimpairment" 
standard  using  normal  methods  of  development. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Impacts  on  visual  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for 
the  proposed  action.   Improvement  in  vegetative  condition  would  enhance 
scenic  quality  while  project  development  would  introduce  new  man-made 
intrusions.   Spraying,  chaining  and  seeding  with  mechanical  equipment  in 
Class  I  and  II  areas  would  have  the  following  impacts: 

Class  I:   Approximately  ten  percent  of  the  acreage  within  Class  I 
has  suitable  soils  potential  for  land  treatment.   If  this  area  were 
treated,  it  would  degrade  the  natural  appearance  of  the  treated  area. 

Class  II:   Approximately  25-30  percent  of  the  acreage  within  Class 
II  has  suitable  soils  potential  for  land  treatment.   If  these  areas  were 
treated,  it  would  impair  the  scenic  quality  and  would  reduce  the  VRM 
class  rating  from  II  to  III. 

Adjacent  Class  I  and  II  lands  in  the  same  viewing  area  would  be 
degraded  by  adding  unnatural  contrast  to  the  scenery.   Reducing  the 
visual  quality  on  Class  I  and  II  lands  would  significantly  reduce  the 
overall  scenic  quality  for  the  entire  Owyhee  area. 

Remaining  impacts  are  similar  to  those  analyzed  for  the  proposed 
action  and  summarized  in  Table  4-12  of  the  Draft  EIS. 
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RECREATION 

Impacts  would  be  as  described  for  the  proposed  action.   Improved 
vegetative  conditions  would  create  a  long-term  beneficial  impact  on 
wildlife  and  fishery  resources,  improving  the  quality  of  hunting  and 
fishing  opportunities.   Proposed  fences  and  seasonal  closures  of  some 
popular  ORV  areas  would  prove  an  annoyance  to  motorcyclists  and  4-wheel 
enthusiasts . 

Recreation  use  levels  with  implementation  of  Alternative  6  are 
summarized  below: 


Recreation  Use 


1/ 


Existing  Alt.  6  No  Action 

Situation         Year  2000  Year  2000  V 

Off-Road  Vehicle  175,000  300,000  300,000 

Hunting  97,585  160,000  140,000 

Fishing  724  1,500  1,100 

TOTAL  273,309  461,500  441,100 

U   Activity  occasions 

±J    This  represents  a  continuation  of  current  trends 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Forage  production  would  increase  63,940  AUMs  above  the  initial 
stocking  level  of  78,336  AUMs.   Through  contributions  of  money  and 
manpower  from  range  users,  vegetative  treatment,  water  development  and 
fencing  would  be  completed  as  quickly  as  possible.   Increases  in  AUM 
levels  would  therefore  be  quicker  than  that  described  in  the  proposed 
action. 

Maintenance  to  prevent  entrapment  of  livestock  in  the  64  miles  of 
fence  in  riparian  zones  would  be  required. 

Since  the  vegetative  condition  class  responses  are  not  predicted  to 
be  significantly  different  from  the  proposed  action,  the  short  and 
long-term  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  in  the  livestock 
grazing  section  of  the  proposed  action.   Table  3  summarizes  the  AUM 
allocation  for  this  alternative. 

Table  3 
Summary  of  AUM  Allocation  for  Alternative  6 

Total 
Available    Wildlife     Wild  Horses   Livestock  %  Change 

Initial        82,817      2,152         2,329       78,336     -31* 

20-Year 

Projection  146,757  2,152  2,329  142,276  +26* 

*  The    percent    change    from  active    preference. 


29 


ECONOMICS 

Rancher  Income 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impact  on  rancher  income  as  the 
proposed  action.   This  is  because  the  initial  forage  allocation  and  the 
long  range  forage  allocation  to  livestock  is  the  same  as  the  proposed 
action.   Rancher  contributions  for  range  improvements  could  have  some 
impact.   The  majority,  however,  would  be  donated  labor  and  probably 
would  have  little  or  no  adverse  impact. 

Regional  Income 

There  would  be  fewer  benefits  to  the  local  construction  industry. 
The  range  improvement  money  that  the  proposed  action  anticipated  being 
spent  in  the  region  was  primarily  for  labor.   Since  this  is  what  the 
ranchers  would  donate  under  this  alternative,  the  construction  benefits 
would  be  reduced.   The  purchase  planned  within  the  EIS  area  for  labor  to 
develop  pasture  and  exclosure  fences,  springs,  and  controlled  burning 
would  not  be  necessary.   This  would  total  $238,900  with  a  net  present 
worth  of  approximately  $149,000. 

The  secondary  income  losses  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  proposed 
action. 

This  alternative  would  have  the  same  impact  on  hunting  and  fishing 
expenditures  as  the  proposed  action. 

The  net  present  worth  to  the  regional  economy  of  implementing  this 
alternative  would  be  -$3.3  million  and  is  comprised  of  the  following: 

Direct  Rancher  Losses  -$3.3  million 

Secondary  Losses  -$1.3  million 

Gains  From  Range  Improvements  +$.28  million 

Gains  From  Recreation  Use  +$1.0  million 

Employment 

This  alternative  would  impact  employment  the  same  as  the  proposed 
action. 

Ranch  Consolidation 

Ranch  consolidations  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  proposed  action. 

Capital  Position 

Capital  position  would  not  be  impacted  as  in  the  proposed  action. 
Since  reductions  would  be  in  the  form  of  voluntary  nonuse  instead  of 
suspended  nonuse,  the  capital  asset  (grazing  permit)  would  remain 
intact. 
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Other  Impacts 

Other  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  action  except  for 
the  range  improvement  costs  to  the  federal  government.   Rancher 
donations  would  decrease  the  costs  by  $840,000  (49  percent  of  the  total 
cost  of  fences,  springs,  and  burnings).   The  net  present  worth  of  this 
decreased  cost  would  be  $575,000.   This  would  make  the  net  present  worth 
of  range  improvements  to  the  federal  government  -$2.2  million. 

Summary 

The  total  net  present  worth  of  this  alternative  (regional,  state, 
federal)  would  be  -$6.0  million. 

SOCIAL  CONDITIONS 

The  social  effects  of  Alternative  6  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
proposed  action.   There  may  be  a  strengthening  of  the  rancher's  feelings 
of  social  well-being  as  compared  to  the  proposed  action  based  on  their 
voluntary  participation  rather  than  mandated  adjustments,  as  well  as 
seeing  their  input  to  the  BLM  decision  making  process. 
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ALTERNATIVE  7 
Introduction 


This  alternative  addresses  aspects  of  wildlife  habitat  that  did  not 
reach  optimum  potential  or  were  left  with  unmitigated  adverse  impacts  in 
the  proposed  action  and  Alternative  3.   Of  primary  concern  was  (1)  the 
continuation  of  late  season  livestock  grazing  on  some  allotments  in  the 
mule  deer  winter  range,  (2)  the  inability  of  proposed  grazing  systems  to 
provide  optimum  bitterbrush  condition  for  the  deer's  winter  diet,  (3) 
allowing  50  percent  utilization  levels  of  bitterbrush  by  livestock,  (4) 
the  limited  management  guidelines  on  the  lands  to  be  managed  with 
private  land,  (5)  the  projected  lack  of  improvement  in  riparian  habitat 
condition,  (6)  the  proposed  development  of  livestock  water  near  bighorn 
sheep  use  areas,  (7)  the  maximization  of  wild  horse  populations  (8)  the 
absence  of  vegetative  treatment  projects  on  areas  that  would  not  improve 
through  grazing  management  alone  and  (9)  the  availability  of  funds  to 
effectively  implement  and  monitor  the  selected  proposal. 

Alternative  7  proposes  a  course  of  action  directed  primarily  at 
improvement  of  wildlife  habitat  and  emphasizes  the  forage  component  of 
mule  deer  winter  range. 

The  specific  actions  designed  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  are: 

(1)  No  livestock  grazing  would  be  permitted  after  September  1  on 
critical  mule  deer  winter  range;  a  time  when  grasses  are  cured 
and  cattle  start  to  heavily  graze  bitterbrush. 

(2)  Livestock  utilization  of  bitterbrush  would  be  limited  to  30 
percent  on  all  mule  deer  winter  ranges.  Livestock  would  be 
removed  if  utilization  studies  indicate  they  are  using  more 
than  30  percent  of  the  current  year's  growth. 

(3)  All  allotments  within  the  critical  mule  deer  winter  range  would 
be  managed  under  rotation  grazing  systems  specifically 
designed  to  enhance  the  palatable  shrub  components.   These 
systems  would  provide  seedling  establishment  and  forage 
production. 

(4)  Critical  winter  range  allotments  that  fall  into  the 
management  with  private  lands  category  would  be  assigned  a 
season-of-use  that  does  not  extend  beyond  September  1.   In 
addition,  utilization  limits  of  30  percent  on  bitterbrush  would 
be  followed. 

(5)  Livestock  would  be  excluded  on  113  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
through  fencing  of  streams.   Log  structures  would  be  placed  on 
an  additional  37  stream  miles  as  described  in  Alternative  3. 
The  aquatic  wildlife  portion  of  the  management  framework  plan 
indicates  that  these  management  actions  would  maximize 
fisheries  habitat  improvement.   The  location  of  specific 
treatment  areas  would  be  as  described  in  Alternative  3. 


32 


Description  of  Alt.  7 


(6)   No  reservoir  developments  would  be  made  within  the  bighorn 
sheep  areas  of  allotment  551.   This  would  eliminate  any 
potential  conflict  that  might  occur  due  to  livestock  -  bighorn 
interactions. 

(7)  Wild  horse  numbers  would  be  maintained  at  proposed  action 
levels.   This  would  keep  wildlife  habitats,  especially  the 
antelope  ranges,  from  being  overutilized  by  horses. 

(8)  Vegetative  improvement  treatments  are  being  recommended  for 
selected  allotments  currently  in  poor  ecological  condition  to 
enhance  overall  forage  and  cover  values.   These  allotments  are 
500,  501,  525,  533,  539,  540  and  541.   These  areas  would  not  be 
expected  to  improve  without  vegetative  treatment  to  open  the 
dense  stands  of  big  sagebrush  and  juniper  which  limit  good 
vegetative  compositions. 

Vegetative  Allocation 

Initial  forage  allocation  for  livestock  would  be  based  on  plant 
biological  limits  as  described  for  Alternative  3,  except  in  allotments 
that  contain  wild  horse  use. 

In  these  allotments,  forage  and  other  habitat  requirements  would  be 
allocated  to  maintain  the  wild  horse  population  at  118  to  178  as  in  the 
proposed  action.   The  resulting  allocations  are  summarized  below  and 
shown  by  allotment  on  Table  4. 

Alternative  7  -  Proposed  Use  ±J 

Proposed  Use  Existing  Use 

Livestock  58,609  105,0091/ 

Wildlife  2,152                  1,135 

Wild  horses  2,329                  4,225 

TOTAL  63,090  110,369 

±J   Competitive  livestock  AUMs 

±J    Five-year  average  licensed  use 

Forage  would  be  allocated  for  mule  deer,  antelope,  and  bighorn 
sheep,  as  in  the  proposed  action.   This  alternative  recognizes  the  need 
for  providing  additional  forage  allocations  to  bighorn  sheep  if 
populations  expand  above  present  levels. 

As  existing  herds  expand,  or  if  necessary  to  allow  expansion, 
sufficient  forage  would  be  allocated  to  satisfy  their  needs.   Allocation 
of  increased  forage  would  be  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

Adjustments  in  livestock  use  would  be  made  within  three  years 
following  completion  of  the  EIS,  based  on  the  range  survey  data 
collected  during  1977  and  1978.   This  would  eliminate  the  dependence 
upon  annual  utilization  monitoring  to  determine  initial  stocking  rates. 
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Table    4 
Alternative   7    -   Proposed   Use 
and    20-Year   AUM  Projections 


Competitive  AUM  Allocation 


Proposed 
Sea so n- 
of-Use 


Total 
Available 


Wild- 
life 


Wild 
Horses 


Live- 
stock 


Active 
Pref- 
erence 


% 
Change 


Treatments 


20-Year  AUM  Projections 

Increase 
Due  to 

Grazing 

Manage- 
ment 


%  Change 
from  Active 
Total     Preference 


Intensive  Management 


450 

6/1-10/31 

500 

5/1-6/30 

501 

7/1-9/1 

502 

6/16-9/30 

503 

6/7-9/1 

505 

5/1-9/1 

506 

6/1-9/1 

507 

4/16-9/1 

508 

5/1-9/1 

509 

7/28-9/1 

513 

4/30-6/15 

5H 

4/16-6/15 

515 

5/21-9/1 

516 

4/21-9/1 

517 

5/1-8/20 

518 

4/16-9/1 

519 

4/16-9/1 

521 

5/16-8/20 

522 

4/16-6/15 

525 

6/1-9/1 

526 

5/28-6/30 

529 

5/11-9/1 

530 

4/16-9/1 

531 

5/1-9/1 

532 

4/16-9/15 

533 

6/16-9/1 

534 

6/16-10/31 

535 

10/1-2/15 

536 

6/16-9/1 

539 

4/16-9/1 

540 

6/7-9/30 

541 

5/16-9/1 

542 

6/16-9/1 

546 

6/7-10/31 

548 

5/1-10/31 

549 

5/1-10/31 

550 

5/1-10/31 

551 

5/28-6/30 

552 

5/22-8/31 

553 

5/22-8/31 

554 

5/28-9/1 

556 

5/21-9/1 

557 

6/1-9/1 

562 

6/1-6/30 

563 

6/1-9/30 

565 

5/16-9/1 

568 

4/16-6/15 

569 

5/16-9/1 

570 

7/1-10/31 

571 

11/1-1/31 

572 

5/28-9/1 

573 

6/16-9/30 

574 

6/1-6/15 

578 

10/1-1/31 

579 

5/16-9/1 

580 

6/7-9/30 

581 

6/1-9/30 

585 

4/28-10/31 

587 

5/16-10/31 

588 

5/1-9/1 

589 

7/1-10/31 

590 

8/7-10/31 

593 

7/28-9/1 

595 

7/1-9/1 

597 

5/28-9/1 

599 

5/1-10/31 

600 

7/21-9/1 

601 

6/7-10/31 

602 

6/7-10/31 

603 

5/1-6/30 

Sub- 

total 

227 

1,506 
590 
144 
952 
748 

1,021 
116 

4,040 
164 
174 
688 

1,319 

1,529 

3,149 
631 
752 

1,134 
347 
670 
124 
238 
475 
435 

1,820 
405 
305 

1,967 
171 

4,215 

1,730 

2,578 
135 
560 

2,574 
210 
353 
781 
88 
68 
574 

1,326 

61 

218 

663 

1,918 
118 

2,429 


1,027 

1,422 

101 

569 

50 

410 

1,196 
612 
393 
582 
551 

1,336 
713 
188 
164 
436 
271 
499 
256 
187 
173 
613 


10 
29 
54 
11 
83 
22 
26 

2 
91 

6 

1 

12 

24 

89 

2 

2 

9 

3 

7 

87 

11 

2 

16 

5 

6 

5 

2 

10 

277 

128 

25 

4 

29 

117 

29 

26 

202 

8 

1 

36 

25 

2 

7 

13 

17 

96 
29 

2 
4 
25 
10 

16 
33 
54 

30 

10 
11 

1 
14 
21 

3 
60 
11 
18 
12 

3 


339 

587 


429 
143 


217 

1,477 
536 
133 
869 
726 
995 
114 

3,237 
158 
174 
687 

1,307 

1,166 

2,473 
629 
750 
696 
201 
663 
37 
227 
473 
419 

1,815 
399 
300 

1,965 
161 

3,938 

1,602 

2,553 
131 
531 

2,457 
181 
327 
579 
80 
67 
538 

1,182 

59 

211 

650 

1,901 
118 

2,333 
998 

1,420 

97 

544 

40 

410 

1,180 
579 
339 
582 
521 

1,326 
702 
187 
150 
415 
268 
439 
245 
169 
161 
610 


360 

4,478 

1,788 

800 

3,344 

446 

3,547 

439 

4,274 

169 

267 

1,250 

1,276 

1,712 

4,720 

1,459 

1,7  50 

1,694 

651 

886 

274 

726 

180 

1,699 

2,725 

1,609 

743 

2,262 

374 

7,338 

3,726 

4,345 

87 

1,020 

2,935 

356 

400 

1,200 

139 

128 

2,412 

1,532 

255 

229 

985 

2,410 

113 

6,329 

1,127 

1,491 

212 

2,013 

774 

839 

1,463 

2,378 

925 

1,057 

2,271 

2,710 

2,103 

664 

90 

600 

200 

1,754 

143 

1,208 

695 

853 


58,189   2,036    2,329   53,824   107,411 


-  40 

-  67 

-  70 

-  83 

-  74 
+  63 

-  72 

-  74 

-  24 

-  7 

-  35 

-  45 
+  2 

-  32 

-  48 

-  57 

-  57 

-  59 

-  69 

-  25 

-  86 

-  69 
+163 

-  75 

-  33 

-  75 

-  60 

-  13 

-  57 

-  46 

-  57 

-  41 
+  51 

-  48 

-  16 

-  49 

-  18 

-  52 

-  42 

-  48 

-  78 

-  23 

-  77 

-  8 

-  34 

-  21 
+  4 

-  63 

-  11 

-  5 

-  54 

-  73 

-  95 

-  51 

-  19 

-  76 

-  63 

-  45 

-  77 

-  51 

-  67 

-  72 
+  67 

-  31 
+  34 

-  75 
+  71 

-  86 

-  77 

-  28 

-  50 


824 
679 


714 
724 
684 


646 
357 
489 


191 

408 

+  13 

468 

2,769 

-   38 

354 

1,879 

+      5 

114 

247 

-  69 

2,606 

3,475 

+     4 

456 

1,182 

+165 

1,040 

2,035 

-  43 

110 

224 

-  49 

1,692 

4,929 

+   15 

167 

325 

+  92 

256 

430 

+  61 

100 

787 

-   37 

1,152 

2,459 

+  93 

656 

1,822 

+     6 

2,410 

4,883 

+     3 

546 

1,175 

-   19 

1,006 

1,756 

0 

378 

1,074 

-   37 

80 

281 

-  57 

316 

1,354 

+  53 

113 

150 

-  45 

332 

559 

-   23 

20 

493 

+174 

458 

877 

-   48 

1,892 

3,707 

+   36 

195 

1,023 

-   36 

722 

1,022 

+   38 

1,970 

3,935 

+  74 

284 

44  5 

+  19 

4,225 

9,523 

+  30 

2,175 

4,858 

+  30 

1,915 

5,641 

+  30 

12 

143 

+  64 

680 

1,211 

+   19 

642 

3,099 

+      6 

266 

447 

+   26 

272 

599 

+   50 

507 

1,086 

-    10 

115 

195 

+  40 

43 

110 

-    14 

748 

1,286 

-    47 

1,135 

2,317 

+   51 

101 

160 

-    37 

90 

301 

+   31 

51 

701 

-   29 

502 

2,403 

0 

135 

253 

+124 

2,993 

5,326 

-  16 

241 

1,239 

+    10 

1,983 

3,403 

+128 

61 

158 

-   25 

1,254 

1,798 

-   11 

112 

152 

-   80 

971 

1,381 

+  65 

214 

1,394 

-      5 

499 

1,078 

-   55 

654 

993 

+      7 

436 

1,018 

-     4 

599 

1,120 

-   51 

690 

2,016 

-  26 

226 

928 

-   56 

122 

309 

-   53 

276 

426 

+373 

79 

494 

-   18 

5 

273 

+  37 

273 

712 

-  59 

157 

402 

+181 

283 

452 

-  63 

304 

465 

-   33 

606 

1,216 

+  43 

46,736        106,791 


Less    Intensive    Management 


510 

6/16-9/1 

5 

1 

520 

6/14-10/31 

1 

,197 

7 

544 

6/7-9/1 

99 

1 

558 

6/16-10/31 

40 

2 

559 

8/15-9/1 

7 

1 

560 

6/16-10/31 

30 

1 

561 

6/14-10/31 

819 

5 

564 

6/16-10/31 

94 

7 

576 

6/14-9/1 

58 

4 

586 

6/16-10/31 

63 

1 

591 

6/7-9/1 

151 

11 

592 

5/21-9/1 

12 



594 

6/7-9/1 

22 

1 

596 

6/1-9/1 

33 

2 

598 

5/28-9/1 

78 

4 

Sub- 

total 

2 

,708 

48 

SUMMARY 

Intense 

58 

,189 

2,036 

Less    Intense 

2, 

,708 

48 

*Mgmt    w, 

'Private 

2 

,193 

68 

GRAND 

TOTAL 

63 

,090 

2,152 

4 
,190 
98 
38 
6 
29 

814 
87 
54 
62 

140 
12 
21 
31 
74 


2,329       53,824  107,411 

2,660  4,082 

2,125  1,629 

2,329        58,609  113,122 


56 

-    93 

407 

-    15 

279 

-    65 

120 

-   68 

68 

-    91 

90 

-    68 

761 

+      7 

127 

-    31 

56 

-      4 

225 

-   72 

4  92 

-    72 

30 

-   60 

63 

-   67 

74 

-   58 

234 

-   68 

50  2,592 

35 

30** 

48  2,592 


3,639 


4 

8 

-  86 

155 

1,345 

-     4 

55 

153 

-   45 

52 

90 

-  25 

6 

12 

-   82 

47 

76 

-  16 

49 

863 

+  13 

50 

137 

+     8 

12 

66 

+  18 

55 

117 

-  48 

60 

200 

-   59 

12 

24 

-     2 

3 

24 

-   62 

36 

67 

-     9 

20 

94 

-   60 

46,736  106,791 

616  3,276 

335  2,480 

47,707  112,547 


1 
20 
52 

3 


*  This  management  level  is  the  same  as  proposed  action,  except,  it  does  not  have  brush  control  and  seeding  included. 

**  Most  of  the  increased  allocation  (742  AUM's)  In  this  category  is  due  to  the  licensing  of  allotments  previously  unlicensed. 
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Description  of  Alt.  7 


Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Allotments  placed  in  the  intensive  management,  less  intensive 
management  and  management  with  private  lands  categories  in  the  proposed 
action  would  remain  in  these  categories.   The  development  of  an 
allotment  management  plan  and  use  of  the  term  "intensive  livestock 
management"  does  not  imply  that  resources  are  being  used  only  to  benefit 
the  livestock  grazing  activity.   Intensive  livestock  management  is  the 
application  of  techniques  designed  to  benefit  all  rangeland  resource 
values.   These  techniques  include  designation  of  proper  intensity  and 
period  of  livestock  grazing,  application  of  specific  grazing  systems 
designed  to  achieve  specific  resource  objectives,  and  design  of  range 
improvements  to  benefit  livestock,  wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  the  soil 
and  vegetation  resources. 

Crazing  systems  would  remain  the  same  as  described  in  Alternative  3 
except  on  critical  mule  deer  winter  range.   Rotation  systems 
specifically  designed  to  enhance  bitterbrush,  a  key  deer  forage,  would 
be  implemented  on  allotments  within  critical  mule  deer  winter  range. 
These  allotments  are  503,  539,  554,  595,  505,  540,  556,  600,  526,  541 
and  503. 

Following  is  an  example  of  the  type  of  grazing  system  that  would  be 
applied  on  critical  mule  deer  winter  ranges.   The  order  in  which 
treatments  would  be  applied  is  as  follows: 


Grazing  Treatment  Main  Benefit  of  Treatment 

Year 

1  A  I  No  grazing  (rest)  restore  plant  vigor 

2  B  I  No  grazing    graze* I  seed  production,  trampling  of  seed  and 

livestock  production 

3  C  |No  grazing  seedling  establishment 

4  D  |  Graze I  livestock  production  (May  -  Sept  1) 

*  Grazing  would  begin  at  the  seedripe  date  of  bitterbrush  under  this 
treatment. 

The  four  treatments  would  be  applied  to  four  pastures  of  an 
allotment  through  a  complete  cycle  as  follows: 

Pastures 

Year  1  2         3         4 

Treatments 

1  A  R  C  D 

2  B  C  D  A 

3  C  D  A  B 

4  D  A  B  0 

5  A  B  C  D 

Season-of-use  dates  would  he  as  described  for  Alternative  3  except 
on  allotments  504,  582,  610  and  623.   These  allotments  are  in  the 
management  with  private  lands  category  and  support  high  concentrations 


t; 


of  deer  during  winter  seasons.   To  remove  a  potential  conflict  between 
livestock  and  deer  use  on  winter  range  areas,  grazing  use  on  these 
allotments  would  only  be  allowed  between  June  1  and  September  1. 

Project  Development  and  Land  Treatment 

The  timing  and  amount  of  funding  is  based  on  actual  past  funding 
levels  available  to  other  Idaho  BLM  districts  that  have  completed 
grazing  EISs.   The  funding  for  new  projects  would  be  approximately  40 
percent  of  what  would  be  required  for  new  projects  described  in  the 
proposed  action. 

Funding  for  additional  project  development  would  be  provided 
primarily  in  the  fourth  through  seventh  years  after  the  EIS  is 
completed.   Funding  in  the  first  through  third  years  after  completion  of 
the  EIS  would  be  sufficient  to  maintain  existing  projects  and  construct 
a  limited  amount  of  new  projects.   Funding  in  the  eighth  year  and 
thereafter  would  be  sufficient  to  maintain  all  projects  but  not  to 
construct  new  ones. 

The  assumed  level  of  funding  for  years  one  through  seven  is  as 
follows : 

YEAR  DOLLARS 

1  $25,000 

2  $30,000 

3  $40,000 

4  $300,000 

5  $375,000 

6  $470,000 

7  $585,000 

TOTAL  $1,825,000 

Project  development  would  be  lower  than  in  the  proposed  action, 
constrained  by  the  assumed  lower  level  of  funding.   Land  treatments 
(burning,  spraying,  chaining  and  seeding)  would  only  be  done  on  sites  in 
poor  condition  and  not  predicted  to  improve  to  good  condition  without 
treatment.   Project  development  and  maintenance  cost  of  this  alternative 
are  summarized  in  Table  5.   Proposed  development  by  allotment  is  shown 
in  Table  6  and  Map  2. 

Project  design  specifications  and  standard  operating  procedures  as 
described  in  the  proposed  action  would  be  followed.   These  project 
layout  and  construction  features  are  designed  to  enhance  wildlife 
habitat  components. 

Monitoring  Programs 

Monitoring  programs  described  in  the  proposed  action  would  be 
implemented.   Utilization  studies  on  all  allotments  would  be  conducted 
in  addition  to  condition  and  trend  studies.   Condition  and  trend  studies 
would  be  completed  after  each  cycle  of  the  grazing  systems.   In  those 
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Description  of  Alt.  7 


allotments  containing  critical  mule  deer  winter  range,  specific 

bitterbrush  utilization  studies  would  be  set  up  and  monitored  to  insure 

livestock  use  does  not  exceed  30  percent  of  the  current  year's 
production. 

Implementation  Schedule 

Adjustments  in  livestock  use  would  be  made  within  a  three-year 
period  following  completion  of  the  EIS. 

All  project  development  would  be  completed  by  the  seventh  year  in 
accordance  with  the  anticipated  funding  levels  previously  described. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  ALTERNATIVE  7 

VEGETATION 

Introduction 

Heavy  spring  use  is  detrimental  to  perennial  grasses  (Craddock  and 
Forsling  1938).   Dillion  and  Wallenmeyer  report  one  Oregon  rancher  to 
say  "...when  we  quit  grazing  on  bunchgrass  during  May  and  June,  it  (the 
grass)  really  started  to  come." 

This  example,  indicates  refraining  from  spring  grazing  entirely  may 
be  the  best  way  to  improve  bluebunch  wheatgrass.   Late  summer  and  fall 
grazing  has  caused  heavy  livestock  use  on  browse  species  (see  wildlife 
section) .   The  heavy  browse  use  has  lowered  individual  plant  vigor  below 
levels  needed  for  satisfactory  seed  production,  particularly  on  deer 
winter  range. 

For  these  reasons,  season-of-use  adjustments  and  grazing  system 
designs  were  made  to  minimize  livestock  grazing  conflicts  with  plant 
protection,  browse  seedling  establishment,  and  fall  browse  use  on  deer 
winter  range. 

Condition  and  Trend 

Grazing  Management: 

The  proposed  grazing  management  (special  rest  rotation  systems  on 
deer  winter  range)  would  enhance  browse  species  vigor  recovery  and 
seedling  establishment.   These  changes,  however,  are  directed  at  a  small 
portion  of  the  ecological  community.   For  example;  bitterbrush  may 
comprise  only  ten  to  twenty  percent  of  an  ecological  site.   As  a  result, 
the  change  in  vegetative  composition  would  not  be  enough  to  change 
condition  class  from  that  described  in  Alternative  3  (pages  4-80  and 
4-81  Draft  EIS). 

Land  Treatments: 

The  areas  scheduled  for  treatment  are  in  poor  condition.   These 
areas  can  be  characterized  by  dense  stands  of  sagebrush  and/or  juniper 
(over  50  percent  of  plant  composition)  with  low  vigored  desirable 
grasses  and  shrubs. 

Treatment  impacts  on  condition  would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
in  the  proposed  action  (pages  4-6  through  4-8,  Draft  EIS). 

Appendix  G  in  the  Draft  EIS  describes  how  treatment  acreages  are 
calculated  into  net  condition  responses.   Implementation  of  the  proposed 
treatments  would  require  treatment  of  35,578  acres  (3.5  percent  of  EIS 
area)  of  poor  condition  range  that  would  not  improve  if  left  untreated. 
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Environmental  Consequences  of  Alt, 


Cover 

Grazing  Management: 

Effective  ground  cover  would  increase  an  estimated  five  to  ten 
percent  over  the  entire  area  as  described  in  Alternative  3  (pages  4-81 
and  4-82  Draft  EIS). 

Land  Treatments: 

Land  treatments  are  scheduled  for  ecological  sites  in  poor 
condition.   These  sites  currently  exhibit  average  effective  ground  cover 
of  55  to  70  percent  (Appendix  Table  F-2 ,  Draft  EIS).   Short-term  (one  to 
three  years)  cover  losses  can  be  expected  because  of  the  initial 
sagebrush  kill  and  delays  in  recovering  residual  plant  vigor.   However, 
land  treatments  in  the  EIS  area  have  exhibited  (after  three  years) 
average  effective  ground  covers  of  60  to  80  percent  (an  increase  of  five 
to  ten  percent  over  present  conditions.   These  increases  were  obtained 
from  basal  cover  of  grasses  and  forbs  and  the  resprouting  of  certain 
shrub  species.   Proposed  treatments  (35,578  acres)  are  expected  to 
respond  similarly. 

Productivity 

Grazing  Management: 

Useable  forage  would  increase  from  50  pounds  per  acre  to  87  pounds 
per  acre.   Total  air-dry  useable  forage  would  increase  38,165,000  pounds 
(47,707  cattle  AUMs)  as  described  in  Alternative  3. 

Land  Treatments: 

The  productivity  of  herbaceous  plants  is  expected  to  improve. 
Nielson  and  Hinckley  (1975)  report  that  yields  from  a  loam  range  site 
produced  221  pounds  per  acre  air-dry  forage  before  spraying  and  842 
pounds  per  acre  air-dry  forage  after  spraying.   In  one  study,  grazing 
capacity  for  sheep  and  cattle  increased  an  average  of  70  percent  on 
several  burned  sagebrush-grass  ranges  (Pechanec  et  al.  1954,  revised). 

Ranges  scheduled  for  seeding  plus  brush  control  are  currently  the 
least  productive  from  a  useable  forage  standpoint.   Pechanec  et  al. 
(1954,  revised)  found  on  ranges  needing  reseeding,  the  carrying  capacity 
was  increased  five  to  twelve-fold  before  pretreatment  values. 

Observations  in  the  EIS  area,  where  brush  was  previously  controlled, 
indicated  average  carrying  capacities  of  seven  acres  per  AUM.   When 
brush  controlled  areas  were  seeded,  average  carrying  capacities  of  four 
acres  per  AUM  were  observed  (Anderson  1979,  personal  communication). 
While  it  is  recognized  that  post  treatment  productivity  can  vary  from 
site  to  site,  the  average  observed  EIS  post  treatment  carrying 
capacities  were  used  for  this  impact  analysis.   Treatments  would  make  an 
additional  4,984,800  air-dry  pounds  of  useable  forage  available  for 
allocation  (equivalent  to  6,231  cattle  AUMs).   This  increase  averages 
4.9  pounds  per  EIS  area  acre. 
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Meadow/Riparian  Vegetation 

Little  or  no  change  is  expected  in  this  community.   Most  improvement 
would  occur  in  the  riparian  portion  from  the  installation  of  protective 
fencing  and  log  structures. 

Range  Improvements 

Obtaining  uniform  livestock  distribution  on  cattle  range  is  a  major 
management  problem  (Phillips  1965).   In  the  EIS  area  as  on  other 
mountain  ranges,  cattle  normally  graze  heavily  on  bottomland  near  water 
before  moving  onto  the  steeper  upland  country.   Range  improvements  would 
be  installed  to  improve  existing  utilization  patterns  (see  Map  2).   Poor 
grazing  distribution  can  cause  difficulty  in  improving  range  conditions 
even  when  numbers  of  livestock  are  in  balance  (Johnson  1965). 

Each  spring  installation  would  disturb  approximately  1.5  acres. 
Total  disturbance  from  all  springs  would  equal  102  acres,  of  which  90 
percent  are  scheduled  for  fencing.   The  fenced  areas  (91  acres)  would  be 
revegetated  naturally  or  artificially  in  one  to  three  years.   There 
would  be  long-term  vegetation  impacts  on  eleven  acres  because  of  loss  of 
vegetation. 

The  installation  of  67  reservoirs  would  withdraw  approximately  134 
acres  of  rangeland  from  production.   Several  of  the  reservoirs  (80 
percent)  are  scheduled  for  fencing  (107  acres).   Revegetation  (natural 
or  artificial)  would  occur  in  one  to  three  years.   The  remaining  27 
acres  would  have  little  or  no  vegetation. 

There  are  five  miles  of  pipeline  proposed  for  development.   This 
would  impact  about  2.5  acres  of  vegetation  per  mile  of  pipeline 
(thirteen  acres).   While  mitigating  measures  call  for  revegetation  of 
the  thirteen  acres,  pipeline  maintenance  requirements  could  turn 
pipeline  right-of-ways  into  roads.   For  this  reason,  revegetation  of 
these  areas  (worst  case  analysis)  is  predicted  to  fail  or  be  inadequate 
for  soil  protection  (see  soils  section). 

No  adverse  impacts  are  recognized  because  of  the  proposed  pasture 
fencing  (128  miles). 

Range  improvements  would  adversely  impact  up  to  51  acres  of 
vegetation.   The  lack  of  existing  data  and  appropriate  literature  makes 
precise  quantification  of  impacts  impossible;  however,  the  impact  of 
improving  livestock  grazing  distribution  would  have  positive  value. 

Summary 

The  desired  ecological  condition  class  acreage  stated  in  the 
objectives  would  be  attained  within  the  twenty-year  planning  period. 

Existing  ecological  condition  on  upland  and  meadow/riparian 
bottomland  would  improve  from  proposed  grazing  management,  range 
improvements,  riparian  area  fencing  and  log  structures.   A  comparison  of 
existing  and  twenty-year  ecological  conditions  is  presented  in  Table  7. 
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Environmental  Consequences  of  Alt.  7 


Table  7 
Condition  Class  Summary 
Alternative  7,  for  Public  Lands  in  EIS  Area  1/ 

Initial  Ecological  20-Year  Ecological 


Ecological 

Condition 

Condition 

Condition 

Me 

adow/Riparian 

Total 

Mead 

ow/Riparian 

Total 

Class 

Areas 

EIS  Area 
56.8 

Areas 

EIS  Area 

Poor 

14.5 

2.6 

22.5 

Fair 

78.9 

35.2 

79.3 

35.0 

Good 

6.6 

5.1 

18.1 

31.4 

Excellent 



0.3 



5.8 

Treated 



2.6 



5.3 

Total  Percent        100.0         100.0  100.0         100.0 

±J   Values  are  percent  of  area  acres  within  each  condition  class. 

Currently,  there  are  9,718  acres  of  meadow/riparian  vegetation  in 
the  1,014,296  acre  EIS  area. 

Effective  ground  cover  would  improve  five  to  ten  percent  on  the  EIS 
area. 

Grazing  management  and  land  treatments  would  improve  productivity  of 
useable  forage  by  43,150,400  air-dry  pounds.   Net  increases  of  useable 
forage  are  summarized  in  Table  8.   An  allotment  summary  of  net  livestock 
AUM  production  gains  is  presented  in  Table  4. 


Table  8 
Alternative  7,  Useable  Forage  Summary  1/ 


Pounds  AUMs 


Existing  50,472,000  63,090 

20-Year  93,622,400  117,028 

Net  Gain       43,150,400  53,938 

±J   Useable  competitive  livestock  forage  at  biological  limit 
utilization  levels. 
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Vegetative  condition  by  allotment  would  be  as  described  for  Alternative 
3  (Appendix  Table  F-9,  Draft  EIS)  except  in  allotments  which  have  land 
treatment  proposed.   These  changes  are  summarized  on  Table  9. 


Table  9 
Alternative  7,  Condition  Class  in  20  Years 


Allot. 


Poor 


Fair 


Good 


Excellent  Treated 


Total 


Intensive  Management  (Acres) 


Sub  Total  -  Intensive  Management  Allotments 

213,671.2   337.391.8   297,807.4   56,014.0 

Grand  Total  -  All  Allotments 

228,010.7   354,633.3   318,116.9   59,013.3 

Percent    22.5       35.0       31.4       5.8 


501 

4,124.0 

5,700.3 

3,105.4 

328.0 

4,883.0 

18,140.7 

525 

214.5 

1,714.5 

1,050.5 

2,426.0 

1,794.0 

7,199.5 

533 



1,040.0 

2,863.0 

10.0 

2,192.0 

6,105.0 

539 

14,619.3 

31,265.8 

38,620.9 

4,729.6 

9,608.0 

98,843.6 

540 

56.8 

15,888.6 

18,895.7 

3,068.7 

6,493.0 

44,402.8 

541 



712.5 

26,558.5 

4,942.0 

6,748.0 

38,961.0 

54,393.0   959,277.4 

54,522   1,014,296.2 
5.3       100.0 


SOILS 

The  long-term  effects  of  Alternative  7  would  increase  the  soil 
organic  component,  which  would  increase  soil  fertility  and  productivity. 
Improving  canopy  cover  would  increase  infiltration  rates  by  breaking  up 
sheet  flow  and  allowing  more  water  to  enter  the  soil  profiles.   This 
would  decrease  runoff  and  the  potential  for  erosion. 

The  impacts  of  Alternative  7  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  3. 
Keeping  utilization  on  bitterbrush  to  30  percent  may  indirectly  decrease 
the  overall  utilization  of  the  vegetation  in  some  pastures  during 
certain  seasons.   This  would  decrease  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing 
on  the  affected  pastures  but  the  net  effects  would  not  be  significant. 

Alternative  7  recommends  land  treatment  on  allotments  500,  525,  533, 
539,  540  and  541.   Impacts  of  treatment  on  these  areas  would  be  the  same 
as  described  in  the  proposed  action  (pages  4-13  and  4-14,  Draft  EIS). 
The  short-term  effects  of  this  land  treatment  would  be  a  1  to  3  year 
increase  in  soil  erosion;  however,  the  long-term  erosion  rates  should 
improve  over  the  present  condition.   The  long-term  improvement  in 
erosion  rates  for  these  allotments  is  shown  below: 
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0.45 

16% 

1.50 

11% 

1.06 

19% 

0.83 

17% 

0.79 

17% 

1.53 

24% 

Environmental  Consequences  of  Alt.  7 


Present  Erosion  Rate  Decrease  in 

ton/acre/year  erosion  rate 

500 
525 
533 
539 

540 
541 

The  long-term  improvement  in  erosion  rates  on  other  allotments  would 
be  as  described  in  Alternative  3. 

Summary 

In  twenty  years,  the  overall  annual  erosion  rates  would  be  seventeen 
percent  less  than  present  (1.12  tons/acre/year  to  0.92  tons/acre/year). 
This  is  eight  percent  more  than  the  optimum  excellent  condition 
watershed. 

WATER  RESOURCES 
Watershed  Condition 

This  alternative  would  create  high  improvement  in  overall  upland 
watershed  condition  (Table  10).   Increases  in  ground  cover  would  reduce 
runoff  causing  decreased  erosion  rates.   Sediment  and  other  contaminants 
would  remain  in  a  localized  area. 

Impacts  of  spring,  reservoir  and  fence  construction  would  be  as 
described  in  the  proposed  action  except  the  magnitude  of  development 
would  change.   Proposed  development  and  their  impacts  are  as  follows: 

Development 
Causing  Impact        Area  Impacted 

68  springs  92  acres  (0.9%  of  existing  riparian 

vegetation) 
67  reservoirs         107  acres  (1.0%  of  existing  riparian 

vegetation) 
113  miles  stream       113  stream  miles 
fenced 

Water  Availability 

Development  Estimated  Annual  Yield 


68  springs  125  acre-feet  (37%  increase  in 

available  developed  water) 

67  reservoirs  135  acre-feet  (37%  increase  in 

available  developed  water) 

Developments  Impact  on  downstream  water  users 

Reservoirs  0.11%  of  Snake  River  watershed  would 

be  retained. 
0.01%  of  the  Owyhee  River  watershed 
would  be  retained. 
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Table  10 
Summary  of  Projected  Changes  in  Watershed  Conditions 
on  Allotments  Important  to  Water  Resources* 


Allot 

505 
509 
515 
516 
525 
531 
534 
535 
556 
571 
578 
580 
585 
602 
558 
561 
586 
592 
463 
466 
472 
477 
483 
486 
487 
511 
607 
609 
620 


Ground 

Range 

Land 

Erosion 

Cover 

Condition 

Treatment 

-H- 

++ 

+ 

0 

+ 

-H- 

++ 

0 

+ 

+ 

-H- 

0 

++ 

++ 

+ 

0 

0 

0 

+ 

++ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

-H- 

++ 

0 

++ 

++ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

++ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

-H- 

++ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

-H- 

++ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

-H- 

++ 

0 

0 

++ 

++ 

0 

0 

•H- 

-H- 

0 

0 

+ 

++ 

0 

0 

-H- 

++ 

+ 

0 

-H- 

++ 

0 

0 

++ 

++ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 

Overall 
Rating 


+ 
+ 


+ 

+ 

H- 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

H- 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

H- 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 


Erosion:   0  is  less  than  10%  change  in  erosion 
+  is  a  10-19%  reduction  in  erosion 
-  is  a  10-19%  increase  in  erosion 
++  is  more  than  20%  reduction  in  erosion 
—  is  more  than  20%  increase  in  erosion 


Ground  Cover 


:     0  is  less  than  5%  change  in  ground  cover 

+,0  is  5-9%  change  in  ground  cover 
++, —  is  more  than  10%  change  in  ground  cover 


Range  Condition: 


Land  Treatment 


0  is  less  than  13%  change  in  range  condition 
+,-  is  13-24%  change  in  range  condition 
++, —  is  more  than  25%  change  in  range  condition 

0  is  less  than  10%  of  allotment  acreage  treated 
+  is  10-19%  of  allotment  acreage  treated 
++  is  more  than  20%  of  allotment  acreage  treated 


*  Allotments  analyzed  lie  on  or  adjacent  to  streams.   They  are 

characterized  by  high  or  low  susceptibility  to  sheet  erosion  and/or 
they  represent  extremes  in  predicted  responses  to  changes  in  erosion 
rates  and/or  ground  cover. 
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Water  Use 


Initial  consumption  by  livestock  and  wildlife  would  decrease  by  nine 
percent,  from  125  acre-feet  to  114  acre-feet  annually,  or  .03  percent  of 
the  annual  water  yield. 

Water  needed  for  irrigation  would  not  change,  but  the  amount  of 
water  available  during  spring  runoff  would  be  reduced  slightly  from 
improved  vegetation  cover. 

TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE 

Alternative  7  was  designed  with  the  concept  of  addressing  wildlife 
needs  to  the  fullest  while  decreasing  use  by  livestock  and  wild  horses. 
Under  this  alternative,  wild  horses  would  be  managed  at  proposed  action 
levels  to  reduce  competition  with  wildlife  for  available  forage. 

Mule  Deer 

This  alternative  would  be  the  most  beneficial  to  mule  deer 
populations.   All  livestock  grazing  on  winter  range  would  be 
discontinued  after  September  1.   All  allotments  within  the  critical 
winter  range  would  be  put  into  a  3  or  4-pasture  rest-rotation  grazing 
system.   This  would  develop  increased  vigor  of  forage  and  cover  for 
wintering  deer  populations. 

A  thirty  percent  utilization  limit  would  be  implemented  on  critical 
mule  deer  winter  range  where  bitterbrush  is  present.   Since  this  species 
is  a  critical  food  source  during  winter  months,  a  higher  winter  survival 
rate  and  higher  spring  productivity  rates  would  be  expected  to  occur  due 
to  better  physiological  condition  of  winter  deer  populations. 

BLM  lands  managed  with  private  lands  located  in  critical  winter 
range  would  have  specified  season-of-use ,  with  all  grazing  discontinued 
after  September  1.   This  would  allow  more  available  cover  and  forage  for 
deer  in  these  areas. 

Vegetative  treatments  would  be  implemented  where  most  needed.   These 
treatments  would  improve  habitat  conditions  and  available  forage  by 
improving  ranges  that  are  in  poor  condition.   The  development  of  springs 
and  reservoirs  would  increase  the  present  range  of  populations  of  the 
area.   This  alternative  would  meet  management  objectives  for  habitat 
conditions  and  population  numbers. 

Antelope 

Antelope  populations  would  highly  benefit  from  treatments  and 
limited  livestock  grazing.   Less  competition  on  antelope  ranges  would 
afford  more  forage  and  cover  for  present  populations.   This  alternative 
would  meet  management  objectives  for  habitat  condition  and  population 
numbers. 

Bighorn  Sheep 

With  lower  utilization  levels  and  no  reservoirs  being  developed  in 
bighorn  areas,  the  population  would  meet  the  objective  proposed  by 
management.   Provisions  for  allocating  additional  forage  if  needed  in 
expansion  areas  would  insure  adequate  forage  to  meet  population  needs. 
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Sage  Grouse 

The  exclusion  of  livestock  utilization  on  113  miles  of  riparian 
habitat  would  greatly  improve  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat. 
Nesting  success  would  increase  from  improved  habitat  conditions. 
Management  objectives  would  be  met  under  this  alternative. 

Waterfowl 

Since  this  alternative  would  develop  reservoirs  with  protective 
fencing,  more  nesting  habitat  and  open  water  would  be  available.   These 
actions  would  enhance  the  waterfowl  populations  of  the  area. 

Riparian  Associated  Wildlife 

With  113  miles  of  riparian  habitat  being  fenced,  all  wildlife 
species  using  these  areas  would  benefit.   Meadows  would  also  improve 
from  lower  utilization  levels.   Management  objectives  would  be  met. 

Summary 

Alternative  7  would  provide  the  most  substantial  improvement  to  all 
wildlife  habitat  (Table  11).   With  lower  livestock  utilization  levels, 
more  forage  and  cover  would  be  available. 

Vegetative  treatments  would  be  implemented  where  they  are  most 
needed.   This  would  improve  habitat  that  has  almost  no  wildlife  value. 
Mule  deer,  antelope,  sage  grouse  and  all  wildlife  populations  would  meet 
management  objectives  if  this  alternative  is  implemented. 

Table  11 
Wildlife  Summary/Alternative  7 


Existing  Situation  (Acres/%) 
Good      Fair     Poor 


Impact  of  Alternative   (Acres/%) 
Good       Fair        Poor 


Mule  Deer 


Summer 

20,670/ 

157,092/ 

235,638/ 

165,328/ 

169,494/ 

78,578/ 

Range 

5% 

38% 

57% 

40% 

41% 

19% 

Winter 

27,580/ 

145,780/ 

220,640/ 

159,430/ 

157,600/ 

76,970/ 

Range 

7% 

37% 

56% 

40% 

40% 

20% 

Antelope 

21,375/ 

158,175/ 

247,950/ 

166,725/ 

162,450/ 

98,325/ 

5% 

37% 

58% 

39% 

38% 

23% 

Bighorn 

5,382/ 

2,028/ 

390/ 

6,318/ 

1,092/ 

390/ 

Sheep 

69% 

26% 

5% 

81% 

14% 

5% 

Sage 

7,504/ 

69,412/ 

110,684/ 

67,536/ 

75,040/ 

45,024/ 

Grouse 

4% 

37% 

59% 

36% 

40% 

24% 

(nesting 

) 

Meadow/ 

485/ 

8,730/ 

485/ 

1,746/ 

7,663/ 

291/ 

Riparian 

5% 

90% 

5% 

18% 

79% 

3% 

Associated 

Wildlife 
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AQUATIC  WILDLIFE 

Impacts  to  aquatic  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  outlined  in 
Alternative  3.   However,  fencing  on  113  stream  miles  to  exclude 
livestock  would  show  a  beneficial  response  five  years  earlier  than  in 
the  proposed  action  on  approximately  60  percent  of  these  stream  miles. 
The  improved  rate  of  response  would  apply  to  the  percentage  of  the  113 
stream  miles  slated  to  be  fenced  for  other  than  livestock  exclusion  in 
the  proposed  action  in  areas  where  the  stream  objective  outlined  in  the 
proposed  action  is  not  attained  after  five  years  of  implementation. 

WILD  HORSES 

Impacts  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  action,  except  three  miles 
of  pasture  fence  in  allotment  508  would  not  be  constructed,  thereby 
eliminating  the  movement  restriction  within  this  allotment.   Under  this 
alternative,  installation  of  range  improvement  projects,  implementation 
of  rotation  systems  for  livestock  grazing  management,  vegetation 
manipulation  projects  and  additional  available  AUMs  allocated  to  the 
wild  horses  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  action. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Slight  beneficial  impacts  may  occur  to  cultural  resource  sites 
presently  suffering  from  erosion  due  to  increased  vegetative  cover, 
implementing  grazing  systems  at  biological  limit  levels  and  the 
implementation  of  vegetative  treatments. 

WILDERNESS 

Lands  under  wilderness  review  would  be  managed  under  the  Interim 
Management  Policy  (page  2-14,  Standard  Operating  Procedures,  Draft  EIS) 
so  their  suitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness  would  not  be 
impaired.   All  aspects  of  this  alternative,  with  the  exception  of 
vegetative  manipulation,  would  have  a  beneficial  effect  on  scenic 
qualities,  fish  and  wilderness  associated  wildlife  habitat,  and  the 
general  natural  character  of  some  of  the  lands  under  wilderness  review. 
Vegetative  manipulation  by  chemical  or  mechanical  methods  is  prohibited 
on  any  lands  under  wilderness  review  because  such  methods  cannot  comply 
with  the  "nonimpairment"  standard  using  normal  methods  of  development. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

This  alternative  would  have  positive  visual  impacts.   Vegetative 
treatments  designed  to  enhance  wildlife  habitat  would  compliment  scenic 
quality  on  areas  to  be  treated.   The  natural  character  of  the  bighorn 
sheep  range  associated  with  Class  I  areas  would  he  preserved.   Reduction 
in  the  amount  of  fencing  and  water  development  from  levels  described  in 
the  proposed  action  would  reduce  the  amount  of  man-made  intrusions. 
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RECREATION 
Off-Road  Vehicle  Use 

ORV  use  would  be  restricted  by  the  construction  of  fences  and 
seasonal  closures  of  popular  ORV  areas. 

Hunting  and  Fishing 

Since  this  alternative  is  designed  to  optimize  wildlife  benefits, 
improved  habitat  conditions  would  create  significant  increases  in 
populations  of  all  huntable  species  of  wildlife  and  in  the  number  of 
game  fish. 

Improved  habitat  conditions  for  fish  and  wildlife  would  create 
significant  improvement  in  fishing  and  hunting  opportunities.   Table  12 
summarizes  estimated  recreation  use  with  and  without  implementation  of 
Alternative  7: 

Table  12 
Recreation  Use  ±J 

Existing  Alt.  7        No  Action 

Situation       Year  2000        Year  2000  U 

Off-Road  Vehicle    175,000  300,000  300,000 

Hunting             97,585  195,000  140,000 

Fishing               724  1,700  1,100 

273,309  496,700  441,100 

U   Activity  occasions. 

~J   This  represents  a  continuation  of  current  trends. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Under  this  alternative,  seventeen  allotments  would  have  an  increase 
from  3,747  to  5,196  active  preference  AUMs.   Livestock  would  be  reduced 
51  percent  on  94  allotments  from  109,375  AUMs  to  53,413  AUMs.   There 
would  be  an  additional  742  AUMs  on  32  allotments  under  the 
classification  of  public  lands  managed  with  private  lands. 

To  compensate  for  reductions  in  AUMs  or  less  grazing  on  public 
lands,  livestock  operators  would  have  to  buy  hay,  lease  pasture,  reduce 
numbers,  or  rely  on  grazing  privileges  on  other  lands  (e.g.  state). 

In  twenty  years,  there  should  be  an  increased  production  of  forage 
for  livestock  (53,938  AUMs)  from  grazing  management  systems,  reduced 
horse  numbers  and  seeding  projects  on  six  allotments.   This  112,547  AUM 
level  would  be  less  than  one  percent  below  current  active  preference. 
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Summary 

The  alternative  calls  for  a  48  percent  reduction  In  livestock  use 
from  active  preference.   The  majority  of  this  reduction  would  be  on  94 
allotments  which  would  have  a  net  reduction  of  51  percent  from  active 
preference.   In  twenty  years,  this  alternative,  with  the  help  of  grazing 
management  systems,  vegetative  manipulations  and  reduced  horse  numbers 
would  increase  the  AUM  level  by  72  percent  (112,547  AUMs)  from  the 
initial  alternative  level  but  not  to  active  preference  (113,122  AUMs). 
Table  13  shows  the  summary  of  AUM  allocation  for  this  alternative.   For 
allotment  specific  AUM  allocation  see  Table  4. 

Table  13 
Summary  of  AUM  Allocation  for  Alternative  7 


Total 

Wild- 

Livestock 

Percent 

Available 

life 

Horses 

Allocation 

Change* 

Initial 

63,090 

2,152 

2,329 

58,609 

-48 

20-Year 

Projection 

117,028 

2,152 

2,329 

112,547 

-  1 

*  The  percent  change  from  active  preference. 

ECONOMICS 

Rancher  Income 

This  alternative  would  impose  a  48  percent  reduction  in  AUMs  from 
current  active  preference.   It  would  be  a  44  percent  reduction  from  the 
five-year  (1974-78)  average  actual  use.   Table  14  shows  AUMs  by  size 
group  and  the  AUM  changes  from  active  preference  and  average  use. 

Ranchers  could  adjust  to  these  reductions  as  identified  in  the 
proposed  action.   The  remainder  of  this  analysis  is  based  on  the 
substitution  of  hay  for  Bureau  of  Land  Management  AUMs  and  vice  versa 
(as  in  the  proposed  action).   Changes  in  AUM  levels  are  measured  against 
the  five-year  average  actual  use  levels  as  in  the  proposed  action. 

To  replace  lost  AUMs  with  purchased  hay  (or  hay  held  back  from  sale) 
would  cost  permittees  $705,000  annually  in  the  short-term.   As  the  range 
improved  through  range  improvements,  treatments  and  proper  stocking 
rates,  the  ranchers  could  regain  these  lost  AUMs.   By  the  twentieth  year 
of  this  alternative,  there  would  be  seven  percent  more  AUMs  than  the 
average  actual  use  and  an  income  gain  of  $92,000.   Table  15  shows  the 
average  change  per  operator  by  size  class  for  the  short  and  long-term. 

The  net  present  worth  of  the  change  in  net  rancher  income  would  be 
-$5.9  million. 

The  total  rancher  income  losses  could  be  considerably  larger  since 
this  alternative  calls  for  large  reductions  in  spring  grazing.   Such 
reductions  force  ranchers  to  hold  cattle  on  their  private  lands, 
preventing  use  of  that  land  for  hay  and  grain  production.   This 
additional  impact  is  not  quantifiable. 
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Table  15 
Owyhee  EIS 
Income  Changes  by  Group 
Alternative  7 


Base 

Income  Average  Short-Term Average  Long-Term 

S^e       (See  Change*  Revised  Percent  Change*    Revised  Percent 

Group   Chap.  3)  (dollars)  Income  Change    (dollars) Income  Change 

1  $16,394  -$  4,010  $12,384  -25%  -$99     $16,295  -1% 

2  $25,605  -$  5,875  $19,730  -23%  -$384     $25,221  -2% 

3  $49,193  -$12,857  $36,336  -26%  -$2,919     $52,112  +6% 


*  These  impacts  to  rancher  income  have  been  calculated  through  the  use  of  ranch 
budgeting  and  linear  programming  techniques  which  are  explained  in  Appendix  L, 
Draft  EIS. 

SOURCE:   Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Idaho  State  Office,  July  1980. 
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Regional  Income 

In  the  three-county  EIS  study  area,  approximately  $275,000  in  net 
income  would  be  gained  from  construction  of  range  improvements  and  land 
treatments.   In  addition,  there  would  be  $66,000  gained  from  twenty 
years  of  maintenance  of  these  projects.   The  remainder  of  the  range 
improvement  and  land  treatment  costs  would  be  incurred  outside  the 
region.   This  direct  impact  to  the  region's  construction  industry  would 
have  little  input  on  the  remainder  of  the  regional  economy. 

The  net  present  worth  of  range  improvements  and  land  treatments  to 
the  regional  economy  would  be  +$244,600. 

The  direct  income  loss  to  the  ranching  community  would  cause 
secondary  losses  to  the  livestock  industry  and  other  sectors  of  the 
regional  economy.   These  secondary  losses  would  be  $274,000  annually  in 
the  first  ten  years,  $137,000  annually  in  years  eleven  through  fifteen, 
and  $69,000  annually  in  years  eleven  to  twenty. 

The  net  present  worth  of  these  livestock-related  secondary  annual 
income  changes  would  be  -$2.3  million. 

This  alternative  would  increase  the  number  of  hunting  and  fishing 
days  above  that  expected  if  no  action  is  taken  (see  recreation  section). 
At  the  end  of  twenty  years,  there  would  be  approximately  600  additional 
fisherman  days  and  55,000  additional  hunter  days.   Based  on  income  per 
hunter  and  fisherman  day  data  (U.S.D.A.  1979),  the  net  income  in  the 
services  and  retail  trade  sectors  of  the  economy  would  increase  by 
$581,000  annually  by  the  twentieth  year.   Secondary  income  gains 
throughout  the  entire  economy  from  recreation  gains  would  be  up  to 
$71,000  annually  by  the  twentieth  year. 

The  net  present  worth  of  these  recreation-related  income  gains  would 
be  +$2.8  million. 

The  total  net  present  worth  to  the  regional  economy  from 
implementing  this  alternative  (over  twenty  years)  would  be  -$5.2  million 
and  is  comprised  of  the  following: 

Direct  Livestock  Losses  -$5.9  million 

Secondary  Livestock  Losses  -$2.3  million 

Range  Improvements  and  Land  Treatments  +$0.2  million 

Recreational  Use  +$2.8  million 

Employment 

There  would  be  a  direct  loss  of  69  jobs  in  the  livestock  industry 
from  this  alternative.   By  the  tenth  year  there  would  be  28  direct  jobs 
gained  in  services  and  retail  trade  from  increased  recreational  use. 
There  would  be  25  secondary  losses  through  year  ten;  the  major  losers 
being  the  livestock  industry  (-3  jobs),  food  and  related  products  (-5 
jobs),  and  other  manufacturing  (-5  jobs).   By  the  end  of  the  fifteenth 
year,  the  total  employment  losses  would  be  two  jobs  (in  other  words  92 
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Environmental  Consequences  of  Alt.  7 


jobs  would  have  been  gained  back).   By  the  twentieth  year,  the 
employment  losses  would  be  eliminated  and  34  jobs  (primarily 
recreation-related)  would  be  gained. 

Ranch  Consolidation 

Impacts  on  ranch  consolidations  would  be  the  same  as  in  Alternative 
3. 

Capital  Position 

This  alternative  would  impact  capital  position  in  the  same  manner  as 
Alternative  3. 

Other  Impacts 

This  alternative  would  cost  the  federal  government  $2.0  million  over 
twenty  years  for  installation  and  maintenance  of  range  improvements  and 
land  treatments.   This  would  have  a  net  present  value  of  $1.4  million. 

The  losses  in  grazing  fee  collection  would  be  similar  to  Alternative 
3  and  would  have  a  net  present  worth  of  $840,000. 

Summary 

The  annual  regional  net  income  changes  within  the  livestock  industry 
would  have  a  net  present  worth  of  -$8.2  million.   Changes  in  the 
regional  economy  from  range  improvement  construction  and  maintenance 
would  have  a  net  present  value  of  +$245,000.   Regional  income  changes 
from  increased  recreational  use  would  have  a  net  present  worth  of  $2.8 
million.   Total  employment  losses  would  be  66  jobs  through  year  ten,  two 
jobs  by  year  fifteen,  and  by  year  twenty,  employment  losses  would  be 
eliminated  and  34  jobs  gained.   At  least  25  permittees  would  have 
difficulty  remaining  in  business. 

The  net  present  worth  of  range  improvements  and  maintenance  to  the 
federal  government  would  be  -$1.4  million.   The  present  worth  to  the 
state  and  federal  governments  from  reduced  grazing  fee  receipts  would  be 
-$840,000. 

The  total  net  present  worth  of  this  alternative  (regional,  state, 
federal)  would  be  -$7.4  million. 

SOCIAL  CONDITIONS 


Under  this  alternative,  25  of  83  permittees  or  30  percent  may  have 
difficulty  remaining  in  business.   There  would  be  four  permittees  or 
five  percent  that  would  realize  increases  above  their  five-year  average 
use.   The  effects  on  the  social  values  and  attitudes  of  the  ranchers  and 
communities  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  in  the  proposed  action, 
except  there  would  be  more  reductions  and  less  increases  in  AUMs . 
Recreation  users  would  be  pleased  with  the  improved  recreation 
opportunities  provided  by  this  alternative. 


55 


COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


All  letters  and  public  hearing  comments  were  reviewed  and  considered  in 
the  preparation  of  the  Final  E1S.   Table  2  lists  the  letters  that  were 
received  and  the  individuals  who  gave  oral  testimony  at  the  public 
hearings. 

Although  all  public  input  will  be  considered  when  management  decisions 
for  the  Owyhee  area  are  made,  only  comments  that  presented  new  data, 
questioned  facts  or  the  adequacy  of  the  impact  analysis  and  raised 
questions  or  issues  bearing  directly  upon  the  Draft  EIS  were  responded  to 
in  this  Final  EIS.   The  text  change  section  indicates  how  the  Draft  EIS  was 
changed  to  respond  to  these  comments  where  necessary. 

Response  to  Letters 

Each  letter  received  during  the  review  period  is  presented  in  full  with 
a  response(s),  where  appropriate,  following  the  letter.   Each  substantive 
comment  has  been  numbered.   The  response  to  each  comment  follows  the  letter 
with  a  corresponding  number.   The  letters  are  presented  Ln  the  order  they 
were  received. 

Repsonse  to  Public  Hearing  Testimony 

All  oral  testimony  was  reviewed  from  the  public  hearing  transcripts. 
Comments  that  required  a  response  are  quoted  verbatim  and  are  followed  by 
the  corresponding  response. 
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Table  2 
Comment  Letters  and  Hearings  Testimony 

Letters  from  Individuals,  Agencies  and  Organizations 


Letter 

No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

R.  T.  Nahas  Company 

U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 

Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Oregon  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

U.S.  National  Park  Service 

David  P.  Tidwell 

Marjorie  Hays 

Adam  H.  Blackstock 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Oregon  Department  of  Agriculture 

Richard  S.  Bennett 

Wes  and  Wendy  Downs 

The  Wildlife  Society,  Idaho  Chapter 

Elias  Jaca  and  Richard  Gabica 

Tom  Collett 

Tim  Lowry 

Ted  Trueblood 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  -  Third  District 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  X 

Bill  Lowry 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 

Richard  Bass 

B.S.U.  Conservation  Group 

Bill  and  Phyllis  Ross 

Wild  Horse  Organized  Assistance  Inc. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Area  Office 

Governor  John  V.  Evans 

Mark  Shenk 

Southwest  Idaho  Development  Association 

Bruneau  River  Soil  Conservation  District 


Individuals  Testifying  at  Public  Hearings 
No.         Speaker  Representing 

BOISE 

31  Jan  Beckwith        Owyhee  County  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

32  Russ  Heughins       Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  -  Third  District 

and  Idahoans  for  Public  Lands 

33  Mike  Mogensen       Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

34  Tim  Lowry  L.U.  Ranching  Company 
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No, 


Individuals  Testifying  at  Public  Hearings  (cont.) 
Speaker  Representing 

MARSING 


Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Action  Committee  and 
Malheur  Cattlemen's  Association 

University  of  Idaho,  Department  of 
Agricultural  Economics 

Self 

Dave  Tidwell,  University  of  Idaho, 
Rangeland  Resources  Coordinator 

Miller  Land  Co.,  Inc. 

Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

Self 

Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Action  Committee 

Self 

Richard  Bass 

Self 


35 

Mike  Hanley 

36 

Neil  Rimbey 

37 

Dennis  Swisher 

38 

Leon  Church 

39 

John  Miller 

40 

Mike  Mogenson 

41 

Vernita  Lowry 

42 

Ernie  Bahera 

43 

Bill  Lowry 

44 

Karen  Bass 

45 

Daryl  Keck 
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R.T.  NAHAS  COWAK'Y 

RCAL    ESTATE    DEVELOPERS    AND    INVESTORS 


D.    Dean    Bibles 
05/22/80,    Page   2 


2  0  6  3  C      i»4':0     DRIVE 

CASTPD     VALLEY.     C  ALIFORM.  A     94546 

T    "  L  '.        "  O    N   I  *.    1    5  ■       iJ    9-9600 


April    29,     1980 


A-7 


Statements  concerning  trend  are  made  throughout  the  document.   Do  you 
have  long  terra  data  to  back  these  statements,  or  should  it  be  listed 
as  apparent  trer 


D.  Dean  Bibles 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Boise  District 

230  Collins  Road 

Boise ,  Idaho   83702 


Garrison,  Jr. 
State  Conservationist 


Dea 


Dean: 


Thank  you  so  very  much  for  sending  me  a  draft  copy  of  the  Owhyee  Grazing 
Environmental  Study.   I  read  it  with  great  interest  and  hope  that 
some  how  the  organization  and  funds  can  be  found  to  carry  out  the 
program  of  long-range  improvements  envisaged. 

As  a  cow  and  calf  operator  in  the  District,  I  am  quite  naturally  in 
favor  of  Alternative  5,  which  would  maximize  the  use  for  cattle.   I 
believe  based  upon  my  own  experience  over  the  last  ten  years  that  great 
progress  can  be  made  through  the  expenditure  of  money  for  adequate 
fencing,  spring  and  creek  improvements,  brush  control  and  seeding 
where  appropriate.   The  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Federal 
Government  have  to  bear  the  principal  responsibility  for  the  deteriora- 
tion of  the  range.  They  have  not  provided  either  the  initiative  or 
the  money  necessary  to  improve  this  vital  natural  resource.   In  view 
of  this  fact,  it  seems  rather  harsh  to  me  to  recommend  a  program  that 
could  eliminate  by  your  own  statements,  the  way  of  life  of  approximately 
25%  of  the  total  licensed  operators  in  the  area.   It  would  be  like  me 
asking  the  tenants  of  one  of  my  shopping  centers  to  give  up  their  businesses 
because  as  a  landlord,  I  have  failed  in  my  obligation  to  maintain  the 
quality  of  the  property. 

I  hope  that  a  long  range  improvement  program  can  be  adequately  funded  and 
carried  out  efficiently.  Based  on  past  experience,  however,  I  am  afraid 
to  be  too  optimistic. 

Very  truly  yours. 


R.  T.  Nahas 


RTN:rb 

cc:   Mike  Hanley,  Cecil  Andrus,  Paul  Laxalt 


^^-\     Un.ted  States 
i  A )       Department  of 

"■■:*Bry      Agriculture 


Soil  Room    345 

tlZZS*™  30*  North  8ch  Street 

Boise,    Idaho  83702 

May  22,    1980  & 

D.  Dean  Bibles 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 

Dear  Mr.   Bibles: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  Draft.   Our  comments  are  as  follows: 


-  Page  ii,  first  paragraph,   last   sentence  . 
"artificially". 


remove  the  word 


A.  A,   | 
JL.3 

«a.4j 
6 


-  Page  2-5,  A. 3.  and  B.3.,  first  sentence,  both  entries  -  25  percent 
immediate  adjustment  needs  clarification.   Is  this  25  percent  of 
operator  reduction  or  does  this  mean  that  if  an  operator  was  to 
receive  a  25  percent  reduction  in  use,  in  reality  a  100  percent 
reduction  would  occur  immediately? 

-  Page  3-3,  Table  3-1  -  appears  to  be  incomplete. 

-  Page  3-11,  Terrestrial  Wildlife  -  Are  cattle  and  deer  really  that 
competitive?  What  grazing  system  are  you  establishing  for  critical 
deer  winter  range?   Do  you  have  a  comparison  existing  diet  for  live- 
stock? 

sral: 


The  impacts  on  prime   farmland  (associated),  have  not  been  specifically 
addressed.   From  this,  I   assume   there  are  none  in  the 
Perhaps  you  should  so  indicate. 


af  study. 


The  grazing  reduction  numbers  and  time  schedule  would  cause  pressure 
on  deeded  lands   to  enable  the   land  user  to  maintain  an  economical 
unit.   Deterioration  of  the  resource  base  on  deeded  lands  would  occur. 
Consideration  needs  to   be  given  to  all  resources  utilized  in  the  ranch 
operation  when  developing  a  range  management  program.   A  three  year 
reduction  period  does  not  allow  time  to  adjust  the  operation  to  effect- 
ively minimize  the  impacts. 

In  addition,  further  impacts  would  be  delivered  to  ranch  operations 
subjected  to  non-use  on  areas  coming  under  a  range  improvement  (seeding, 
brush  control,  etc.)  until  forage  resources   are  again  fulfilled. 

Implementation  of   many  of  the  81  springs,  90  reservoirs,   24  miles  of 
pipeline,   100  watering  troughs,  "some?"  miles  of  fence  and  the  monitor- 
ing program,  combined  with  a  coordinated  resource  planning  approach  to 
the   ranching  operation  must  be  considered  prior  to  issuing  the  proposed 
grazing  reduction  schedule. 


Response  to  Letter  No  2 

If  a  rancher  is  to  receive  a  25  percent  reduction  the  entire  25 
percent  reduction  would  be  immediate. 

Table  3-1  is  complete  but  the  dates  for  the  4,000  foot  elevation 
were  in  error.  The  corrected  dates  are  shown  in  the  text  change 
section. 

Under  moderate  stocking  rates  with  ranges  in  good  ecological 
condition,  competition  between  mule  deer  and  cattle  should  not  be 
extensive.  However,  with  present  poor  or  fair  range  conditions 
and  heavy  grazing  there  are  few  palatable  plants.  This  situation 
creates  competition  for  the  available  forage. 

Cn  mule  deer  spring  ranges  there  is  competition  for  the  limited 
perennial  bunch  grasses,  while  on  winter  ranges  competition  exists 
for  the  limited  palatable  shrubs,  paticularily  bitterbrush. 
Appendix  Table  C-2  of  the  Draft  EIS  compares  livestock  and  big 
game  diets. 

Various  grazing  systems,  stocking  rates  and  seasons-of-use  are 
proposed  on  critical  deer  winter  ranges.  Specific  management 
proposals  for  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  for  a  given 
area  can  be  determined  by  referring  to  Appendix  Tables  C-8,  9,  10, 
11,  12  (Proposed  Livestock  Use),  Map  2-4  (Existing  Allotments)  and 
Map  3-6  (Biq  Game).  The  final  decision  regarding  management  of 
critical  deer  winter  range  will  be  made  following  the  completion 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

There  is  prime  farmland  on  public  and  private  land  in  the  EIS 
area.  The  economic  impact  of  grazing  reductions  on  the  ranch 
units  and  the  livestock  industry  was  addressed  in  the  economics 
section  of  each  alternative.  No  significant  impacts  were 
identified  on  other  resources. 

Based  on  interviews  with  area  ranchers,  there  was  no  indication 
that  ranchers  would  abuse  their  base  ranches  to  a  point  that  would 
cause  deterioration.  They  indicated  they  would  purchase 
additional  hay  to  compensate  for  lost  AUMs  or  be  forced  to  sell. 

The  economic  impacts  to  ranchers  reported  in  the  Draft  EIS  are 
based  on  the  nonuse  they  would  be  required  to  take  during  periods 
of  range  betterment. 

The  term  "vegetative  trend"  is  properly  used  throughout  the 
document.   "Apparent  trend"  data  was  collected  during  the 
vegetative  inventory  but  was  not  used  because  of  scoring  problems 
on  the  apparent  trend  forms.  Trend  data  for  the  Draft  EIS  was 
determined  by  comparing  vegetative  condition  data  collected  during 
1977  and  1978  with  data  provided  in  the  Owyhee  Project  Part  II 
report  of  1963.  Map  and  overlay  materials  associated  with 
resource  inventory  data  (URAs)  of  the  Owyhee  upland  and  Silver 
City  Planning  units  were  originally  done  in  1966  and  revised  in 
1969,  were  also  used.  Since  the  base  condition  data  was 


Response  to  Letter  No.  2  (continued) 

collected  using  the  Deming  T\to   Phase  Method  and  present  data  was 
collected  using  a  modification  of  the  ecological  site  method, 
correction  factors  were  developed  to  allow  comparison  of  the  data. 
Additional  detail  on  the  correlation  of  data  is  available  upon 
request  from  BLM. 
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Salem, ' Oregon (      97310 


Project 


Phone  Number:    378-3732 

PJLR.S       s  T  A  T  F       3JLYJLE.W 

: Jj-tK?-4 — ^ .'.    '   ,",'  Return   u.ite: 

ENVIRONMENTAL  "IMPACT    REVIEW   PROCEDURES 

If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  to  arrange  an  extension  at  least  one  week  prior  to  the 
review   date . 


ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW 
DRAFT    STATEMENT 

(       )       This    project  has   no   significant  environmental    impact. 

(       )      The   environmental    impact   is   adequately   described. 

(  X  )      We   suggest   that   the    following   points  be   considered  in   the 
preparation  of   a  Final   Environmental    Impact   Statement. 

(       )      No   comment. 


3.1 


Remarks 

nl  £!??"  D^?rtment  °f  Flsh  and  Wildlife  has  reviewed  the  Owyhee  Grazing 

lll^Znl  \. °   ■?„•   T"   P°rtl0n  °f  the  drea  descrit>ed  in  this  Environmental 
statement  is  within  Oregon. 

?taf«1rh^nt1,,rSlateS  t0  int^rrelationships  with  other  agencies.     The  draft 
of Lmhor  nf %  f f  pr0?rdmS  and  Proposals  are  closely  related  to  the  programs 

„     ™b      of  d'fffent  agencies.     We  request  that  the  BLM  incorporate  the 
Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  into  this   list.     The  Department  should 
have  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  all   proposals  relatinq  to 
vegetative  manipulation   (e.g.,   spraying,  draining,   burning,  etc.)   in  the 
Oregon  portion  of  the  EIS  area. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  Statement. 


Agency^ 


\.-,«    j    V\.U\,C 


NMENTAl   MANAGEMENT   SECTION   5/?3/80 


Executive  Department 

155  COTTAGE  STREET  N  E  .  SALEM,  OREGON  97310 


May    27,    1980 


Response  to  Letter  No.   3 

The  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  has  been  added  to  those 
that  will  be  asked  to  review  and  comment  on  vegetative 
manipulation  proposals.     See  the  text  change  section. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Owyhee   Grazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
230   Collins   Road 
Boise,    Idaho      83702 

Dear  Sirs: 

Owyhee  Grazing  EIS 
PNRS  8004  4  1120 

Thank  you  for  submitting  your  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  State  of  Oregon  review  and  comment. 

Your  draft  was  referred  to  the  appropriate  state  agencies. 
The  Departments  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Historic  Preservation 
offered  the  enclosed  comments  which  should  be  addressed  in 
preparation  of  your  final  Environmental   Impact  Statement. 

We  will  expect  to  receive  copies  of  the  final  statements 
as  required  by  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines. 

Sincerely, 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  DIVISION 


-/  ' 


■  •;/ 

Kay  Wilcox, 
A-95  Coordinator 

KM  i  Ob 

Enclosures 
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OREGON  PROJECT  NOTIi  ICATION  AND  REVIEW  SYSTEM 

STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Intergovernmental    Relations    Division 
155   Cot*-a<je   St  HE  t    Salem,    Oregon         9 

Phone   Number:    378-3732 

PJLE  S       S_I_A.I_F.       lf.V_  I-£i! 

•*  :  1  Return   i>.-,  ■  1 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW    PROCEDURES 


L7619(PNR)PCC 


NATIONAL   PARK  SERVICE 
r.inlii.    Northwest    Region 
Fourth  and  Pik<    Building 
Seattle,  Washington  88101 

May    27 ,    1980 


If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  to  arrange  an  extension  at  least  one  week  prior  to  the 
review   date . 


ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    REVIEW 
DRAFT    STATEMENT 

(       )       This   project   has   no   significant  environmental    impact. 

(      )      The   environmental    impact   is   adequately   described. 

(^)      We    suggest   that   the    following   points   be   considered    in    the 
preparation   of   a   Final   Environmental    Impact   Statement. 

(       )      No   comment. 


Remarks 


V-/ 


^   rH(-     OAnrr   e>i 


D.e      r-     set     -nrt    i»f>w;re   o<=     of*""* «~ 

,.„,««..    rt«<ni««.&       ««>*««eo.,.T«A     TOW      StM~>      i-.T 
C  _,-      -|w*n<«>M      (*«*«<"    cui»«rt»>0: 


Mr.    D.    Dean   Bibles,    District    Manager 
Bureau   of    Land   Management 
Boise  District   Office 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,    Idaho  83702 

Dear   Mr.    Bibles: 

We  have  reviewed    the  Draft   Owyhee  Grazing    Environm 

Impact    Statement,    Oregon  and    Idaho,    and   we    have   no 

comments. 

Sincerely, 


C/J//y 


Glenn  D.    Gallison 

Associate  Regional   Director, 

Planning   and    Resource 

Preservation 


Agency_ 


\\  P 


—        >V-^-^C> 


Response  to  Letter  No.  4 

4.1   Given  the  standard  operating  procedures  for  vegetative  treatments 
(including  chaining)  that  are  listed  on  pages  2-14  through  2-17, 
no  impacts  from  chaining  are  anticipated  en  cultural  resources. 


RANGELAND  RESOURCES  COORDINATOR 

120  Klotz  Lane 

Boise  Idano  83702 

(208)  334-3459  Of  334-3452 


May    28,    1980 


Universityot  Idaho 

College  ol  Forestry, 
WiidMe  and  Range  Sciences 
Moscow  Idaho  83843 
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Mr .  Robert  Buf f ington 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Box  042,  Federal  Building 
Boise,  Idaho  83724 

Dear  Mr.  Buffington: 

The  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is,  by  far,  the 
most  positive,  objective  and  accurate  assessment  of  the  environ- 
mental impacts  of  livestock  grazing  of  all  the  statements  prepared 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  which  I  have  reviewed  to  date.   The 
proposed  action  and  the  five  alternatives  in  the  Draft  EIS  adequately 
describe  the  environmental  consequences  of  a  wide  variety  of  manage- 
ment approaches.   The  wirters  have  capably  demonstrated  an  acute 
awareness  of  the  management  options  required  to  improve  and  protect 
the  resources  of  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area. 

The  Boise  District  Manager  and  his  staff  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area 
are  to  be  commended  for  their  posit ive  approach  to  this  document. 
This  is  the  first  EIS  which  I  have  reviewed  which  has  not  attempted 
to  lay  blame  for  resource  problems  upon  the  livestock  operators  who 
use  the  area.   Emphasis  was  placed  on  steps  needed  to  improve  range 
condition .   The  publ ication  does  not  dwell  on  the  past,  but  looks 
forward  to  a  future  of  improved  resource  management  in  cooperation 
with  the  residents  of  the  area. 
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Therefore,  the  statement,  "the  total  active  grazing  preference  would 
be  reduced  from  113,122  AUMs  to  78,336  AUMs  [31  percent)"  would  be 
more  effectively  stated  as  follows: 

Based  upon  a  vegetation  inventory  conducted  in  1976  and 
1977,  there  is  an  estimated  deficiency  in  available  live- 
stock forage  of  54,786  AUMs  (31  percent)  from  the  total 
active  grazing  preference  of  113,122  AUMs. 

The  proposed  action  and  the  various  alternatives  describe 
the  management  activities  available  to  restore  this  calcu- 
lated deficiency  and  to  attain  a  realistic  measure  of  the 
productive  potential  of  the  ranges  (146, 7S7  AUMs)  within 
twenty  years. 

It  is  not  a  BLM  policy  or  objective  to  remove  or  reduce  livestock  from 
the  ranges.   The  objective  is  to  improve  and  enhance  the  ranges  for 
all  uses.   In  order  to  accomplish  that  task  most  effectively  and 
rapidly,  the  cooperation  of  livestock  operators  is  essential.   The 
recommended  change  in  style  would  remove  one  of  the  most  formidable 
barriers  which  often  exists  between  the  BLM  and  livestock  operators 
who  operate  within  a  given  EIS  area. 

I  fully  support  Alternative  No.  6,  The  Cooperative ,  Mult iple- Use 
Alternative ,  which  was  developed  cooperatively  by  the  Owyhee  Cattle- 
mens '  Association  Action  Committee  and  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  Staff, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.   Alternative  No.  6  differs  from  the  Proposed 
Action  only  in  the  method  of  implementation.   It  emphasizes  a  coopera- 
tive, coordinated  approach  to  range  management  which  fully  recognizes 
the  importance  of  private  participation  as  well  as  participation  from 
federal,  state  and  local  agencies  and  various  user  and  interest  groups 
and  individuals.   The  coordinated  effort  suggests  the  inclusion,  on  a 
voluntary  basis,  of  private  and  state  lands  in  range  management  programs. 


f  the  Cooperative,  Multiple-Use  Alternative  is  the  immediate 
on  of  voluntary  and  innovative  interim  management  programs 
s  designed  to  improve  range  trends  and  to  meet  the  physio- 
irements  of  key  range  plants  up  to  three  years  before 

BLM  might  be  implemented.   The  cooperation  of  permittees 
nagement  professionals  from  BLM,  the  Soil  Conservation 
ho  Department  of  Lands,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
ersity  of  Idaho  will  insure  the  soundess  of  the  interim 
Experience  to  date  indicates  potential  for  a  rapid  improve- 
e  condition  with  a  much  reduced  economic  threat  to  livestock 
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I  am  pleased  to  have  had  the  opportunity  to  work  with  the  Owyhee  Resource 
Area  Staff,  Oscar  Anderson,  Ted  Milesnick  and  Glen  Secrist,  and  the 
Owyhee  Cattlemens'  Association  Action  Committee  cochaired  by  Dick 
Bass  and  Mike  Hanley.   Their  demonstrated  spirit  of  cooperation  and 
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by 

David  P.  Tidwc I  I 

Range  land  Resources  Coordinator 

University  01"  Idaho 

The  following  comments  are  offered  in  a  constructive  voice  to 
hopefully  strengthen  the  Bureau  o!~  Land  Management's  range  management 
program  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area,  Idaho. 
Page  i,  Summary:   lust  I'aragrapl i 

It  states  the  purpose  of  the  proposal  is  lo  improve  soil  vegeta- 
tion, watershed,  wildlife  and  other  resource  conditions,  and  to  provide 
adequate  forage  to  stabilize  the  local  livestock  industry. 


ubstituted  for  "stabi- 


1  suggest  that  the  word  "strengthen" 
lize". 

Page  i,  Last  Paragraph,  Sentence  No.  o 

Should  be  amended  to  include  "range  users".   The  sentence  should 
read:   The  BLM  would  assist  the  range  users,  state  Land  Department 
and  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  developing  grazing  systems.   An  addi- 
tional sentence  should  be  added  to  the  last  paragraph  which  would 
state:   The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  cooperate  in  the  develop- 
ment of  grazing  systems  in  the  areas  in  which  BLM  is  a  minority  land 
holder. 

Page  ii,  Paragraph  1 : 

The  Bureau  is  to  be  complemented  on  the  aggressive  range  improve- 
ment program  under  proposal. 

Paragraph  2,  under  the  Proposed  Action 

The  goal  of  146,757  livestock  AUM's  is  encouraging. 

Paragraph  6 

Does  this  paragraph  indicate  that  the  purpose  of  reducing  live- 
stock numbers  is  to  benefit  wild  horses? 

Wild  horse  numbers  should  be  reduced  to  target  levels  and,  there- 
fore, would  be  more  compatible  with  the  overall  management  of  the 
resources  in  the  area.   It  would  appear  that  wild  horse  numbers  should 
be  reduced  before  livestock  numbers.   There  would  be  no  economic  impact 
on  the  removal  of  those  horses. 


Mr.  Robert  Buffington  ^-      3 

State  Director  £? 

May  28,  1980  \J 

good  faith  has  established  an  example  of  cooperative  resource  manage- 
ment which  should  become  the  goal  of  all  future  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  programs. 

My  detailed  comments  are  attached. 


dpt/dc 
Enclosure  (1) 
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DAVID  P.  TIDWELL 

Rangeland  Resource  Coordinator 
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Last  Paragraph,  Page  ii  and  1-irst  Paragraph,  Page  iii 

Indicates  hunting  and  fishing  use  would  increase  by  20,400 
activity  occasions  above  the  current  trend  levels.   In  view  of 
current  energy  trends,  those  figures  appear  somewhat  optimistic. 

Paragraph  3 ,  Page  iii 

It  would  seem  appropriate  that  the  BLM  would  use  processes  and 
procedures  which  would  minimize  the  adverse  Impact  on  the  21  operators 
who  might  have  difficulty  remaining  in  business  due  to  livestock  re- 
ductions . 


Paragraph  5,  Page  iii 

Alternative  No .  1 : 


It  states  that  downward  trending  areas  would 


stabilize,  static  areas  would  exhibit  upward  trends,  and  areas  in  fair, 
good  econological  condition  with  upward  trends  would  improve  one  con- 
dition class . 

These  are  unsupportable  statements.   Without  the  livestock  opera- 
tions to  carry  out  management  and  the  Livcstocl  themselves  to  be  uti- 
lized as  a  management  tool  the  statement  that  itatic  areas  would  exhibit 
upward  trends  is  not  necessarily  true.   Box,  L978,  states  that  there 
are  large  acreages  of  non-productive  rangelands  throughout  the  west 
which  have  shown  and  will  not  show  apprei  Iable  improvement  without 
treatment.   And  the  assumption  that  non-use  of  the  land  would  improve 
all  range  sites  is  incorrect, 
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Page  IV,  Paragraph  6 

5tal  l  conti I  I  impact  63  known  cultural 

resoui  .ii.ii ,,. i  Lcate  thai  wild  horses  and  wildlifi  would 

not  impact  thos.  | 


Comments  on  |-v  3 

The  Owyhee  Crazing  1  nv  1  ronmcnt  al  Impact  Statement      \J 

Page  V,  Paragraph  2 

Goal  of  alternative  3  is  to  maximize  wildlife  and  watershed  con- 
ditions.  To  allow  wild  horses  to  Lnci  i  i        dead  and  to  reduce 
livestock  use  by  50t  does  not  automatically  mean  that  wildlife  numbers 
would  improve. 

Page  VI,  Alternative  4,  Paragraph  2 

The  statement  that  riparian  zone  vegetation  would  show  little  im- 
provement with  most  areas  expected  to  be  in  poor  or  fair  condition  in 
20  years  is  an  assumption  that  is  difficult  to  support.   Allotment 
Management  Plans  designed  to  improve  riparian  zone  vegetation  under 
intensive  grazing  systems,  should  result  in  a  more  rapid  improvement 
in  riparian  habitat  than  is  indicated  in  paragraph  1.      Research  in 
Utah  by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  indicates  that  riparian  habitat  in 
many  situations  can  be  improved  withoul    i        It  is  questionable 
whether  the  expense  of  fencing  riparian  habitat  i   justified  if  properly 
planned  management  systems  are  undertaken. 

Page  1-2  under  Purpose  and  Need,  Pai 

Points  out  that  Alternative  No.  5  was  developed  with  input  from 
the  Owyhee  Cattlemens '  Action  Group.   It  appears  an  effort  by  the 
Owyhee  Resource  Area  Staff  has  been  made  to  incorporate  the  wishes  of 
the  Owyhee  County  Action  Committee.   This  is  commendable.   In  hastily 
reviewing  Alternative  No.  5,  a  number      ban     in  that  Alternative 
could  make  it  more  acceptable  to  both  tiie  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  the  livestock  operators.   Specif icial ly ,   t  was  mentioned  in  Al- 
ternative 5  that  because  of  no  decrea    in  livestock  use,  utilization 
of  key  species  would  remain  at  70  to  75".   rhis  would  result  in  the 
failure  of  grazing  systems  in  about  i        i  I1 1  ■■  .  totaling  273,860 
acres.   It  appears  that  through  utili  ooperative  management 

agreements,  many  of  these  obstacles  which  could  result  in  failure  >1 
Allotment  Management  Plans  might  be  overcome.  Most  ranchers  in  the 
Owyhee  Cattlemens'  Association,  who  hi  ted,  express  an 

interest  in  voluntarily  adjusting  numbers  as  necessary  to  insure  the 
success  of  land  treatments  and  grazil  If  such  agree- 

could  be  made  on  m  individual  basis,  i1  '     thi  ratio  of 

success  to  failure  on  grazing  systems  itly  increased.   The 

Owyhee  County  Cattlemens'  Association  iittce  has  designated 

a  subcommittee  to  work  with  the  Bureau  of  !         [ement,  Boise  Dis- 
trict, to  develop  i  satis:       altei         i  inclusion  in  the  Eina] 
draft  which  would  be  basie  .  ith  the  livestock  opei 

and  the  Bureau  oi  ice  Alternative 

ts  present  form  docs  not  adi    I      et  thi    iltiple-use  needs  of 
the  resources  which  is  not  the  desire  of  '  Cattlemens'  Associa- 

tion.  It  is  the  opinion  of  that  gi  tTements 

can  be  met  through  a  cooperative  and  coordinated  approach  to  management 
which  adequately  considers  the  multiple-use  value        -  illotment 

Page  2-1,  Chapter  2,  under  Objectives 

I  support  the  objectives  as  outline.)  I  and 
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of  management  be  initiated  at  the  earliest  possible  opportunity  so 
that  ranges  would  not  have  to  wait  until  heavy  investments  of  funds 
are  made  before  improvement  in  range  condition  can  commence .   The 
Owyhee  Cattlemen  would  would  like  to  cooperatively  initiate  whatever 
interim  grazing  systems  and  techniques  toi  improving  range  condition 
can  be  mutually  agreed  to.   At  the  same  time,  t he  permittees  agree 
that  intensive  management  systems  should  lie  implemented  wherever 
necessary. 

Page  2-8  and  2-9,  Fencing  of  Riparian  Habit. 1 1 


While 
recogn i  :  ed 
expense  ne 
1 1  ves tock 
mended  tha 
recognize 
of  range  c 
been  adequ 
s  idered . 
which  resu 
give  this 
show  prope 
siderable 
reasonable 
tunity 


the 

it 

cessa 

use  j 

t  int 
the  n 
ondi  t 
at  el  v 

In  \\ 

It   1  1 
type 
rlv  ,1 
impro 
that 


import 
is  que 
ry  to 
ustif 
ensive 
eed  fo 
ions  o 
prote 
civ  o  f 
om  st  r 
of  pro 

v ement 

these 


ance 
st  io 
f  enc 
es  t 

man 
r  st 
ver 
cted 
the 
cam 
posa 
d  in 

of 

les 


of 
nabl 
e  st 
he  b 
agem 
ream 
a  pe 

and 
e  x  1 1 
bank 
1  a 
tens 
most 
s  ex 


improv 
e ,  bas 
ream  b 
enef i t 
e  n  t  s  y 

bank 
riod  o 
pro 
erne  co 

f  enci 
rather 
ive  gr 

ripar 
pensiv 


ing  riparia 
ed  on  exist 
anks  i n  o rd 
s  d er  i  v e J . 
s t e in s  be  de 
protect  ion . 
f  time,  rip 

ved  ,  t  hen  I 


sts  ; 
ng  ,  ' 
tho] 
azin 
inn  I 
e   incl 


nab 
ng  r 
r  to 
It 
elop 

If, 
rian 
hl  in 

'^'IIIC 

'  app 
v  i  ew 
s  wi 
type 
ould 


itat  c 
esearc 

prote 
s  ther 
ed  whi 

after 

habit 
g  coul 
nt  con 
e  a  r  p  r 
Exp 
11  res 
s.   It 

be  gi 


ondition  is 
h,  that  the 
ct  them  from 
efore  recom- 
ch  fully 

moni  tor ing 
at  has  not 
d  he  con- 
straints 
udent  to 
cr iences 
ult  in  con- 
appears  only 
ven  an  oppor- 


Page 


-9,  Last  Paragraph,  Pencing  Sagc^rouse  Krood  Habitat 


Again,  this  is  an  extremely  costly  program  with  limited  or  doubt- 
ful bene  1  i  ts .   Unless  meadows  were  of  large  enough  size  to  provide  a 
separate  grazing  unit,  fencing  such  meadows  would  create  more,  rather 
than  fewer,  management  problems.   ihe  benefits  to  sagegrouse  would  be 
short-lived  i'  there  were  to  be  any  at  all.   Without  livestock  grazing 
on  these  areas  to  promote  re- growth  oi    tender  green  vegetation,  sage- 
grouse  would  be  adversely  affected.   It  i >  doubtful  that  fencing  such 
meadows  would  be  of  as  much  benefit  as  a  we 1 1  designed  intensive 
management  system. 

Page  2-10,  Paragraph  5,  Add  Pinal  Sentence 

"Improvement  maintenance  responsibilities  will  be  specifically 
assigned  in  the  Allotment  Management  Plan  [AMI')". 

Page  2-12,  Land  Treatments 

It  is  recommended  that  the  Boise  District  RLM  prepare  a  mainten- 
ance burning  schedule ,  particularly  for  juniper  sites.   Because  of  the 
lack  of  understory,  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  to  obtain  effective 
burns  on  juniper  stands.   An  initial  burn  would  improve  vegetat  ion  on 
a  relatively  small  area,  and  would  only  encroach  a  short  distance  into 
the  heavier  stands  of  juniper,   Following  each  burning  treatment, 
additional  understory  would  develop.   It  Is  anticipated  that  as  many 
as  five  or  more  burns  in  relatively  short  sequence  would  be  required 
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its  on 
The  Owyhee  Grazing  Environment  a  1  Impact  statement 

Page  2- 4 ,  Pi  rst  Paragraph  ,  '  I 

Policy  for  allocating  addition  become  avail- 

able is  commended.   Ft        t   that  tin  al locating  additional 

forage  is  extremely  fan  to  the  livestock   ;    <'     r 

Page  2-'l,  Paragraph  4 

The  fact  that  gi  implemented  i        a  ten- 
sive management  areas  would  be  allow  levels  of  up  to 
based  on  biol<>  il   tragi   pecies 
would  appear  to  be  an  incentive  to  the  co  ement  approach 
currently  under  way  by  a  number  of  opei  i f  Coordinated  management 
should  be  encouraged  under  all  Level  ment. 

Page  2-4  and  2-5,  Implcmcntat io n  .1  justments 

With  certain  degrees  of  flexibility  this  schedule  might  bi  utj 
There  is  another         irrently  under  study  by  the  Bureau  ot 
Management  which  may  be  preferred.   I'hi      called  1        erman  Approach, 

.  was  developed  in  New  Mexicu.   It   ...   up  to  one  year  lor  the 
Bureau  and  livestock   pcrati  i   ind 

work  out  a  schedule  for  imp]  :i   in J  developing  coordi- 

nated Allotment  Management  Plans.   Second  Llow  up  to  five 

to  implement  an   red  are  felt  to  be 

needed.   It  would  also  allow  for  an  initial  reduction  which  would  in- 
clude voluntary  non-use  b  '        etation  response 
from  management  efforts  and  permit  pru   i    i in   tments  in  supporting 
range  improvement .   The  five-year  time  e  for  th 
collection  of  monitortn       is  well  as  to  allow  Livestock  operators 
some  latitude  in  making  adjustments  in  livestock  numbers  and  not  force 
them  to  market  at  in  ppro  riati  tiirn        i  II    ll  would  immediately 
cstablishcoopcri"                 tu         ■         irder  to  deter- 
mine actual  use,  utilization  ol  key  vegetation  species  and  trend  in 
range  c ondi  t  ion.   Kourth,  it  would  establish  a  check  point  at  the  end 
of  three  years,  at  which  time  the  moni     i  e  cva]  lated 
:,'  for  all  multiple  uses  made.   fifth,  it  would 
ind  l1  the  em   ■  ■  ■  i  ■           Luati   tgain 
and  apply  any  needed  idjustim                rould  require  for  the 
managers  and  the  permi ttec  .  I   ,  intly  make  jud  i  nt!  in  applying  this 
approach  and   hax                to  tal      dial   iction  in  those 
instances  where  s  riou   i    irci  rtai  >                   here  delays 

due ing  Livestock  numbers  won  1 d  causi  i  r repa rablc  harm.   The  system 
used  in  Shoshone  Disti  Li  t,  ind  llis,  would  would  allow 

.  in  ■.  reduc  t  ion  Lmmedi  at<  I)  and  I         ither  vol  un  ta 
that  nay  be  appropriate  ittcc,   rhc  BLM  would 

tmem   to  the  di  it  and  moni  - 

ng  programs  and  the  necessary  treatments  which  mi  ;ht  be  approriate 
to  increase  the  forage  production  at  thi 
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Page 


6  and  2-7  under  Livestock  Gi a  .         ■  ement 

It  is  requested  that  as  a  means  ol  im]    i     mge  condition  in 
the  most  ti  i  that  Lntei  or  modifications 
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to  adequately  achieve  desired  results.   Wditional  maintenance  burns 
on  the  average  of  every  live  to  ten  years  would  he  required  in  many 
cases.  permittees  would  be  Lntei  ■  ted  in  working  coopera- 

tively with  the  Ru  t  o.i  ii  of  land  Management  in. a  coordinated  juniper 

control  program  which  would  in  Ludc  mi  ha 1  .  chemical  and  lire 

treatment  of  this       •      icssive  invader.   'lair,  thousands  of  acres 
in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area,  which  pri  cut  I   supports  stands  of  juniper, 
cannot  produce  forage  until  some  successful  treatment  has  been  carried 
out.   it  i   i    rtanl  that  iunipei  control  •••■   given  a  irer)  high  priority 
in  the  land  treatmi  nt  pro  i  am  . 

Page  2-12,  Add  Second  Paragraph  llndei  Land   i  i_tj 

"Range  seedings  will  be  conducted  on   itcs  in  poor  or  fair  range 
condition  with  favorable  soil  and  precipitation  conditions.   Primary 
objectives  of  range  scedings  will  be  to  reduce  livestock  impacts  on 
areas  important  to  wildlife  and  to  extend  the  spring  grazing  season 
so  as  to  enter  summer  ranges  at  latei  si  igcs  ol  plant  development". 

Page  2-13,  Restriction 

Item  No.  2  -    No  spraying  0!  chaining  would  be  done  in  Class  1 
or  Class  II  Visual  Resource  Management  \rcas,  or  in  areas  under  Wilder- 
ness Review.   Tin   restriction  could  be  extremely  harful  to  the  poten- 
tial development  of  a  numbei  "I  areas  licai  Ll)  invaded  by  juniper.   These 
restrictions  should  be  modified  Ll  possihli  so  that  some  preparation 
could  be  made  in  areas  where  the  juniper  is  it  a    stage  which  will  not 
carry  lire  at  the  present  time. 

Item  No.  3  -  Prohibit  I  sagebrush  spraying  on  deer  summer 

ranges  or  sagegrouse  brood  or  nesting  irea   Ls  too  harsh.   Spot  sprays 
on  productive  sites  that  have  overly  di  n  c   igi  brush  should  be  planned. 
Rccem  meetings  with  Don  Klebcnow  of  the  University  of  Nevada,  has 
indicated  that  such  treatment  may  not  be  detrimental  to  sagegrouse 
or  deer. 


at i vc  impact  on  wi Ldli Ce 


Page  2-15.  Restrictions,  No.  3 

Add- - "wi thout  assurance  that  littl 
would  occur". 

General  comment  on  rest  r  ict  ions  on  land  treatments : 

while  most  restrictions  have  some  practical  application,  there- 
are  many  sites  and  circumstances  which  would  require  exceptions  to 
these  n  trictions    tl  is  recommended  that  they  be  used  as  guidelines 
with  the  ultimati  authority  foi  management  resting  with  the  Area  or 
Distrii.  t  Manager. 

Page  2-14,  Paragraph  1 

Un:  statement  is  made,  "lly  cooperative  agreement,  approval  or 
concurrence  would  be  obtained  from  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  prior  to  application  of  any  chemicals".    Hoes  tins  statement 
mean  that  the  Idaho  Department  of  Pish  and  Came  has  absolute  veto 
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I  authority  over  any  applications  of  chemicals  on  public  land?   If  so, 
it  appears  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  abrogated  its 
authority  to  another  agency. 

Page  2-14,  Paragraphs  3  and  4 

Suggest  addition  of  the  word  "average"  before  sagebrush  canopy 
in  both  paragraphs. 

Page  2-14,  Paragraph  8 

Total  prohibition  of  spraying  within  one-fourth  mile  of  riparian 
areas  is  arbitrary  and  needlessly  restrictive.   Small,  irregular 
treatments  much  closer  to  riparian  areas  might  be  desirable.   Blanket 
policies  of  this  nature  should  be  eliminated  Ln  favor  of  on- the-ground 
decisions  by  qualified  persons  familiar  with  the  specific  site. 

Page  2-15,  No.  4 

The  sentence,  "Close  coordination  with  the  State  Historic  Preser- 
vation Office  would  be  maintained  in  such  areas",  should  be  added. 

Page  2-16,  Paragraph  6,  First  Sentence 

The  word  "regular"  should  be  inserted  between  require  and 
motorized- 
Page  2-17,  Monitoring  Programs 

Although  the  first  paragraph  indicates  that  the  study  site  would 
be  selected  and  read  cooperatively  with  livestock  operators  and  other 
interested  agencies  and  organizations,  it  appears  that  this  needs  to 
go  a  little  further.   It  will  he  impossible  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  procure  enough  personnel  to  adequately  monitor  all 
monitoring  sites.   Therefore,  it's  essential  that  wherever  technically 
possible,  permittees,  other  agencies  and  other  interests  should  be 
encouraged,  trained  and  given  assignments  for  monitoring  responsibili- 
ties.  This  program  will  not  only  provide  better  monitoring  information, 
but  will  also  promote  cooperation  toward  total  management  objectives. 

Page  2-17,  Monitoring  Programs ,  Paragraph  1 ,  Hirst  Sentence 

Add,  "in  cooperation  with  range  users",  I'ol  lowing  Section  4412. 

Paragraph  2  and  5  under  Utilization  Studies 

A  similar  program  for  determining  utilization  should  be  initiated. 
While  the  responsibility  rests  in  BLM,  it  would  be  a  saving  in  tax 
dollars  if  utilization  studies  were  carried  out  in  a  cooperative  manner. 
Perhaps  certain  areas  could  be  assigned  to  different  teams  which  would 
involve  other  agencies  and  groups  and  livestock  operators,  as  well  as 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  personnel. 

Page  2-17,  Last  Paragraph,  Implementation  Schedule 

It  is  recommended  that  the  adjustments  in  livestock  use  be  imple- 
mented over  a  five-year  period,  rather  than  over  a  three-year  period. 


C.I  I 
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Page  3-3,  Table  3-1,  Average  Plant  Grazing  Readiness  Dates  by  Elevation 

At  the  4,000  foot  level,  all  species  listed  have  a  later  date  of 
range  readiness  than  at  the  5,000  or  ft  ,(100  foot  elevations.   Could 
this  be  an  error?   It  appears  inconsistent  that  the  range  readiness 
at  the  6,000  foot  elevation  for  all  species  would  be  earlier  than  that 
for  the  same  species  at  the  4,000  foot  elevation  level.   Table  3-2 
on  page  3-3  appears  to  be  more  consistent. 

Pages  3-4  and  3-5,  Condition  Classes 

It  is  recommended  that  in  the  development  of  Allotment  Management 
Plans  the  desirable  stage  of  ecological  plant  succession,  which  is 
most  beneficial  to  the  birds  and  animals  which  use  that  allotment 
should  be  identified  as  a  target  condition  class.   To  do  so  would 
avoid  misunderstandings  and  will  establish  more  accurate  goals.   Failure 
to  do  so  could  result  in  over-expectations  by  persons  or  organizations 
lacking  the  necessary  understanding  of  allotment  needs. 

Page  3-6,  Paragraph  4,  Musgrave  Soil  Loss  Equation 

Cook,  in  1979,  states  that  the  Musgrave  Equation  is  inaccurate 
on  most  range  sites  and  types.   It  is  recognized  that  some  system  for 
estimating  soil  loss  is  necessary.   It  is  therefore  recommended  that 
the  figures  obtained  through  the  Musgrave  Equation  be  recognized  as 
having  definite  limitations  and  should  not  be  used  at  face  value. 
Available  information  from  the  Reynolds  Creek  Experimental  Station 
should  provide  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  with  higher  quality  hydro logi - 
cal  information  than  most  other  environmental  impact  studies. 

Page  3-11,  Table  3-4,  Existing  Mule  Deer  Seasonal  Food  Habits  as 
Compared  with  the  Optimum  Mule  Deer  Diet 
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is  obvious  that  there  is  a  serious  deficiency  of  forbs  avail- 
the  Owyhee  Resource  Area.   Forbs  provide  the  diversity  and  high 
requirements  for  all  grazing  species.   It  would  be  desirable  to 
forbs  such  as  alfalfa  and  other  legumes  in  all  seeding  mixtures 
ere  is  a  chance  of  survival.   Antelope  and  sagegrouse  also 
under  conditions  where  ample  forbs  arc  available,  particularly 
the  summer.   A  study  in  the  Sheldon-llart  Mountain  Antelope 
ge  in  Oregon  and  Nevada  determined  a  strong  correlation  between 
existence  of  late  season  forbs  and  the  survival  of  antelope  kids 
sagegrouse  chicks.   Introduction  of  perennial  forbs  and  the  develop- 

of  additional  water  sources  for  livestock  and  wildlife  throughout 
ORA  would  be  beneficial  to  all  grazing  animals  and  wildlife. 


Pages  3-16,  3-17  and  3-18,  Aquatic  Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Habitat 

Condi  t  ion 

Points  out  the  need  for  intensive  gra  Lng  management  systems  which 
would  provide  needed  rest  and  deferment  for  aquatic  habitat.  It  is  in- 
appropriate, however,  to  compare  present  actual  livestock  use  with  that 
proposed  under  intensive  management  systems.   Intensive  systems  are 
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Page  2-18,  Paragraph  3 

Add  word  "cooperative"  before  monitoring  programs ■ 
Pages  2-19,  2-20,  2-21 


Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  appear  to  be  undesirable  or  impractical. 
Page  2-24 
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Page  2-32,  Paragraph  1,  Sentence  6 

Add  the  word  "coordinated"  after  A  and  before  eoopcrat 1 vc  or 

Ln j fl g rated. . . . 

Page  3-2.  Last  Paragi 

Addit lonal   nten  i      operate  i  noni torinj  ■ .  rangi  i  and  I  I  I  on 
and  trend  will  continue  throughout  the  Allot 
and  development  process 
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designed  to  disperse  livestock  grazin   us<  and  to  provide  the  necessary 
rest  which  will  allow  riparian  habitat  the  necessary  opportunity  to 
grow  and  prosper.   Cost-efficient  techniques  should  be  tried  and 
evaluated  before  implementing  more  costly,  complex  practices. 

Pages  4-2  through  4-11,  Impacts  to  Ve ; j e t a 1  ion 

This  section  is  very  well  done.   It  is  soundly  analyzed  in  a 
tone  that  encourages  actions  which  will  enhance  resource  values. 


Page  4-10,  Range  Improvements 
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Page  4-18  and  4-19,  Water  Avail  ability 

An  additional  para  ic  desirable  which  would  describe  the 

increase  in  available  itreain  Floi*  and  iprin   flow  which  results  from 
the  reduction  of  transpiration  Lossi   n  ultinu  Prom  brush  und  iunipei 

control  practici  ■   lixperi  ;  iireas  ind  i <  itc  .>  significant 

increase  in  spring  and  stream  flow  following  brush  control  measures. 

Table  4-8  on  Page  4-21  -  Vegcta  tion  [rj  M  ent  a 

Under  remarks  the  statement  should  be  im  luded  which  points  out 
that  t he  i ncreased  product ivit)  ol  thesi  lands  foi  Livestock  gra  Lnj 
will  reduce  the  utilization  o I  ndjaccnl  native  ranges ,  therefore  Lin 
proving  ii    >ndition  and  making  mor<        i  1 1  I  ib  1 1  Foi  wildlife. 
In  addition,  the  divers  it)  ol   pedes  pi  ant  ml  Ln  the  seed  ing  s  will 
i  .,,  i  i  .i  i  i  ■ ,  i  well  u     livestocl    Misorv;it  ion  ol  many  icedod 
areas ,  including  iced  ing  s  ol  l*  rested  win  if  gra   nlone,  Lndicatc  heavy 
spring  wildlife  use  Ln  mo  si  i  nstanccs   ':■■■.  in  ■   produce  a    source  ot 
i . .  i  wildlife  which   hou  1  d  nol  I)    c  r  1  ook  cd 

Pag_e_  4-44,  Livestock  Crazii    Paragraph  1 

I  h-   'tn  l-i   i  ir.u  I  I  i  ,  i  ■  ■  r  i  l   .  i  ■  1 1 1  i  l  i 

operatoi      to      ik<     i ■  o  h   I     u      i    tments    lo 
appreciated        M     is    i  mpi  irtani    that    fund 
ition    ind     itablli     it  ion   Sci     I    i     bi 
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to  develop  additional  forage  on  private  and  state  lands  to  compensate 
for  this.   Most  ranchers  arc  willing  to  make  some  sacrifices  in  order 
to  allow  seedings  and  other  land  treatments  Llie  opportunity  to  become 
established.   It  is  essentia]  that  the  planning  of  all  range  improve- 
ment projects  be  very  carefully  coordii      with  livestock  operators 
and  supporting  a   n  .     u  h  ■>      the  ;.  11  Con  crvation  Service  and  ASCS 
to  a  1  low  for  the  development  of  addition:!  I  forage  or  to  insure  that 
the  livestock  operator  has  been  able  to  a     re  1  ic  means  to  maintain 
hi s  operation.   fvery  opportunity  to  avoid  the  necessity  for  livestock 
operators  To  reduce  herd  size  should  be  made. 

Pa  -   1-14  through  -1-52,  Chapter  on  I.  h  ■■  In 

This  is  the  best  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  a  proposed  action  on 
livestock  gi         I  t  have  review.  I  to  lali    A  genuine  effort  to 
identify  the  economic  impacts  on  the  Livestock  operations  and  the  con- 
cerns of  the  local  community  is  demonstrated.   Fully  recognizing  that 
different  economist s  will  develop  dif I        i   n   .  the  figures  in 
the  Environmental  Impact  Stat  impressive  and  a  definite 

effort  to  be  as  honest  as  possible  is  very  apparent. 

Page  5-54  ,  Al t ernat  ive  1  Analysis  ,  ! 'ara        ,  Z  and  3 

This  is  an  excellent  analysis  of  wl       '   be  expected  to  occur 
under  this  alternative.   Particular  emphas       ild  he  placed  on  para- 
graph 3  which  points  out  that  t!         ment  of  ranges  in  poor  condi- 
tion exhibiting  downward  trends  would  be  extremely  slow  if  any  recovery 
at  all  would  occur  because  of  the  absenci  ni     livestock  for  rise  as  a 
management  tool . 

General  Comments  for  Alternative  1  ,  '  <  \     13  tin  ough  4-69 

felt  the  l.  this  MIS  did  ad    outstanding  job  of  point- 

ing out  the  positive  and  negative  asp<  I      this  alternative  as  clearly 
and  as  accurate!  tiveJ  ble. 

Alternative  No.  2,  Pages  4-70  through  I 

The  same  comments  apply  to  alternal  2.   The  Owyhee  Cattle- 

■d  for  an  aggressive  range 
improvement  and           program  in  iee  County.   It  also  recognizes 
hesc  improvi  changes  being  neces- 
us  allotments .   :  r)   m  em  >- •    this  organi- 
se injure  that  these  change  mpatibly  as  possible 
with  existing  1  -  ■   I            is  that  fully  considers  the 
need  for  a  a  importance  of  the 
federal  ranges  to  the  stability  of  ea  to   0]  i at  ion. 
I  support  that  posit  ion. 


General  Comment 


Alternative  No . 


Pages  4-30  throu,;: 


The  analysis  of  impacts  for  this  alternative  is  well  done.   We 
agree  with  the  authors  that  the  econoini  this  alternative 

would  be  more  severe  than  either  the  proposed  action,  alternative  num- 
ber 4,  or  alternative  number  5,  but  that  tl        n   fit     pacts 
would  be  less  severe  number  2. 


c  los 

deve 

most 

full 

thes 

llure 

lirni 

soci 

to  r 

poss 

ment 

part 

firs 

need 

si  mi 

Owyh 

with 

who 

of 


The  OivV 
e 1 y  with 
lopment 

rapid 
y  prepar 
e  ranges 
au  of  L 
t  of  the 
al  needs 
each  the 
ible.   I 

be  made 
icipatc 
t  if  pos 

for  man 
lar  to  t 
ee  Resou 
in  its  p 
are  perm 
angi 


lice 

the 
of  A 
pro 
ed  t 
I 
nd  M 
ire 

of 

res 
t    is 

on 
in  c 
sibl 
agem 
he  Z 
rce 
ower 

lttC 

ag 


Cattle 
oise 
1  lotmen 
vement 
o  inves 
n  retui 
anageme 
a  p  a  b  1 1  i 
indi vid 
our c e  o 

also  r 
t  h  e  b  a  s 
ooperat 
e  on  t h 
cut  and 
immernu 
Area. 

to  enc 


ens '  As s 

n  l  ■  t  r  i  i  t 
t  Manage 
o  i   ill 

our  t  i 


^c  wo  i 


es  , 


to 


ement  and 


nt  to  al 
ties  and 
ual  lii c 
bjective 
ecommend 
is  of  th 
i ve  man a 
o  s  e  alio 

improve 
n  Approa 
The  Owyh 
ouragc 
coopcra t 

improve 


ociatioi   i 
,  Bureau 

cat  Plans 

ange 1  and  re 
me  and  mono 
Id  apprccia 
so  invest  i 
to  fu  Lly  c 
stock 

s  c  rea  te  as 
cd  that  pi  i 
e  wi  1 1  i n-g.no 
gement  and 
tments  whic 
ment  .  We  ;i 
ch  for  Devi 
cc  Cat  t  I  erne 
ts  memebei s 
e  to  their 
ment  pi 


ercl >    d 

I  and  Man 
Inch  wil 
turccs    p 

in    the 
c    a    conim 

these  r 
as  idei  t 
US  so  t 
little  j] 
i  [ties  1 
s  of  the 
iiat   proj 

demonst 
so  recom 
ion  Maki 

■ 

as  well 
t mo st  in 


csires  to 
agement  in  t 
1  result  in 
oss ible.   We 
development 
i  tment  from 
angelands  to 
he  financial 
hat  the  stra 
dverse  impac 
or  range  imp 

permittees 
c<   t  s  be  impl 
rate  the  gre 

end  that 
ng  be  used  i 
i  a  t  i o n  will 

as  non-memb 

the  develop 


rk 
he 
the 

are 
of 
the 

the 

and 
tegies 
t  as 
rove- 
to 

emented 
ates  t 
process 
n  the 
do  all 
ers 
ment 


Th 
the  var 
earlier 
who  wou 
matter . 
Idaho , 
draft . 
near  fu 
Owyhee 
or  to  t 
will 
be  acce 
Impact 
the  eco 
provide 
al terna 
is  not 
of  Dr 


ere  l 
ious 
,  dif 
Id  wo 
Dr. 
is  pr 

Hope 
ture . 
Resou 
he  pu 

able 
pted 
State 
nomic 

a  mo 
tives 
the  c 
Rimbe 


s  pe 
alte 
fere 
rk  o 

Nei 
epar 
full 
Dr 
rce 
blic 

to 
for 
ment 

stu 
re  c 

tha 
■  i  ■  c  . 
y'S 


r  h  a  p  s  a 

mat  l  ve 

nt  figu 

n  t lie  e 

1  Rimbe 

ing  an 

'.- ,  this 

Rimbe 

Area  Ac 

If  ! 

recommc 

in  c 1 us  i 

It  1 1  h 

dy  for 

ompletc 

n  the  R 

then  w 

study  i 


need  f 
s  as  we 
res  wou 
conoinic 
>■ 
cconomi 

cconoi 
y  plans 
t i on  Co 
is  stud 
nd  to  t 
on  in  t 

no  und 
BLM 

cconom 

re  an  w 
e  ,  of 
y  the 


or  more  stu 
11  as  the  c 
Id  be  d c v o I 

impacts  or 
he  College 
c  study  u  1 1  i 
ic  study  wi 

to  rcveiw 
mmittee  be  I" 
y  is  approv 
he  Bureau  o 
he  fina 1  dr 
u  e  respect 

are  hope l u 
ic  anal ysi  s 
as  able  I o 
ourse  ,  v.  ou  l 
LM  ■ 


dv 


nto 
o nomic 
ped    by 
the   so 
i     Vgi  Lc 
h   may    I: 
I    be'  a\ 
n 
i  e    r  c  I  e 
I  .    t 

t.and  M 
ft  of  t 
o   the   c 

that  1) 
of  the 
e \ clop 

not  r 


the  soc 
impacts 
almost 
ial  imp 
ulture, 
c  used 
a  i 1 ab 1 e 
I 
as ing  i 
s  hopcf 
anageme 
he  Invi 
conomis 
r.  Rimb 
impacts 
themsel 
commend 


ial  impa 

As  me 

any  indi 

acts  for 

Uni vers 
in  the  f 

in  the 
udy  with 
t  to  the 
ul  that 
nt  that 
ronmenta 
ts  who  p 
ey ' s  stu 

of  the 
ves.   If 

accept a 


cts  of 
nt  ioned 
vidual 

that 
ity  of 
inal 
very 

the 

Bureau 
we 
it 
1 

er formed 
dy  will 
various 

that 
nee 


Comments  on 

i  ronmental  Impa.  i 


6 


Alternative  No.  4,  Pages  4-98  through  1-114 
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Alternative   No.    5,    Pages    4-115    through 


Alternative    No.    5    is    appar 
full    consideration    to   developme 
livestock    grazing   on: 
appreciates    this    cons iderat ion 
support   the  multiple-use   concep 
strongly   that   any   management    de 
Impact    Statement    process   must    b 
Cattlemens'    Association    has    wot 
a  multiple-use    approach   to  publ 
to    compromise    those    values.       Th 
ment   proj ects   would   be   des 
We    also    u  i   .■     thai     inti         t  s ,    o 
planning   of   all    management    and 
mend    that    the    Bureau   consider 
gram.      We    are    prepared    to    the    1 
actively   and    financially    in   the 
of   any   management    and    improveme 
any   wildlife    groups,    sportsmen' 
Society,    off-road   vehicle   group 
parties    to   participate   with    u 
these    rangelands    to    the   maximum 
ever   possible,    we   would   prefer 
sary    to   accomplish   resource   man 
non-use   as    imposed   by    the 
the    same ,    however ,    we    feel    that 
for    the    success    of   any    range    im 
relationship    with    thi 
to    insure    full    informational    in 
and   other    interested   parties 

Our   objectives    are    basic all)-    the    same.       We    lirmly    believe    that    if 
we   may   work   cooperatively   with    the    Bureau    and    other    interest    groups, 
the    results   will    come   more   quickly    and    be   more    lasting    and   beneficial 
to    all    the    resources    as   well    as    the    economy    and    society   of    the    Owyhee 
Resource   Area. 


ently    an    effort    by    th 
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and    tht     in  i e  in    m    the 

potent  ial     i or    a  1 1    re 
to   utilize    volum 
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terchange    between    the 


e    authors    to    give 
the   purpose   of 
1    Association 
you    that    we    do 
gment    and    feel 
the    Environmental 
sion.      The    Owyhee 
ny   years    toward 
We  do   not   now  want 
ed   that    range    treat- 
It  iple-  use   values. 

involved    in    the 
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development   pro- 

to  participate 
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County   Historical 
y   other    interested 

development   of 
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non-use     if    neces- 
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resources   may   be 
ffort    is    necessary 
A   close  working 
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Response  to  letter  No.  & 

Letter  number  6  contains  several  observations  that  do  not  deal 
with  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  are  therefore  not  responded 
to  individually-     The  statements  in  this  letter  suggesting  changes 
in  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives  have  been  considered  in  the 
formulation  of  Alternative  6,  one  of  two  new  alternatives  analyzed 
in  the  Final  EIS.     See  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  for  details  of  the  evolution  of  the  two  new 
alternatives. 

Wild  horses  would  benefit  from  increased  forage  availability. 
Reductions  of  wild  horses  and  livestock  are  proposed  to  balance 
forage  production  with  forage  demand. 

Estimates  of  future  recreation  use  are  based  on  projections 
within  the  1977  Idaho  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan.     On  page  4-42  of 
the  Draft  EIS,   recreation  use  projections  are  qualified. 

The  effect  of  current  energy  trends  on  future  recreation  use  may 
be  offset  by  the  production  of  more  efficient  vehicles.     Also, 
users  may  take  fewer  but  longer  trips.     Since  the  Owyhee  area  is 
closer  to  Boise  than  many  hunting  and  fishing  areas  in  Idaho,  use 
may  be  transferred  into  the  CVyhee  area  due  to  the  energy  crisis. 

These  statements  are  supported  by  the  literature  presented  on 
pages  4-53  and  4-54  of  the  Draft  EIS.     While  livestock  interaction 
at  proper  stocking  levels  would  improve  range  faster,   removal  of 
livestock  does  not  eliminate  grazing  by  horses  or  wildlife. 
Identical  animal-plant  interaction  occurs  with  these  grazing 
species  even  though  at  less  intensive  rates. 

The  term  "trend"   is  properly  used  throughout  the  Draft  and  Final 
EIS.     See  response  2.7  for  additional  clarification. 

All  ongoing  grazing  use  would  continue  to  impact  sites.     This  has 
been  corrected  in  the  Final  EIS  summary. 

This  alternative  was  designed  to  maximize  wildlife  habitat 
conditions.     It  was  not  necessarily  designed  to  maximize  wildlife 
numbers. 

Increased  productivity  {number  of  young/adult)    is  expected  due  to 
improved  forage  and  cover.     Since  populations  of  game  species 
would  be  managed  at  levels  similar  to  the  proposed  action,   there 
would  be  a  greater  harvest  potential. 

Properly  planned  intensive  management  systems  designed  with 
special  consideration  of  riparian  areas  may  improve.     Along  with 
the  types  of  grazing  systems  proposed  and  the  seasons -of -use  many 
other  factors  were  considered  for  impact  analysis  of  the  riparian 
areas.     These  included  the  present  riparian  condition  of  streams, 
past  systems  and  seasons-of-use  and  their  effectiveness,  past 
utilization  patterns  of  these  areas,  vegetative  type,  plant 
phenology,  carrying  capacities  of  the  pastures,   topography  and  the 


Response  to  Letter  No.  6  (continued) 

consideration  of  literature  pertinent  to  the  CX^yhee  impact 
analysis  (as  cited  in  the  vegetative  and  fisheries  section  of  the 
Draft  HS).  A  study  in  Utah  by  the  Forest  Service  (Diamond  Fork 
Study)  was  not  considered  for  impact  analysis  as  to  the 
effectiveness  of  a  particular  grazing  system  since  this  study  was 
not  properly  designed  to  indicate  the  effectiveness  of  that 
system. 

Fencing  of  streams  has  been  proven  (see  literature  cited  in 
fisheries  section)  to  be  reliable  and  effective  in  improving 
riparian  habitat  condition.  Until  other  grazing  systems  with 
consideration  of  many  other  interacting  factors  can  be  tried  and 
proven  over  time,  fencing  remains  the  most  reliable  method  for 
insuring  riparian  habitat  improvement. 

6.8  Fencing  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  is  an  alternative  where 
heavy  livestock  grazing  occurs  during  the  critical  brood-rearing 
season.  Oakleaf  (1971)  found  that  diminished  food  supply  of  a 
deteriorated  meadow  limited  associated  sage  grouse  use.  It  is 
not  anticipated  that  this  alternative  is  necessary  in  all 
critical  brood  rearing  areas.  Where  fencing  is  necessary,  every 
consideration  will  be  given  to  the  management  of  livestock  grazing 
in  the  fenced  areas  (see  text  change  section  for  literature 
citation) . 

6.9  We  agree  that  to  effectively  bum  many  of  the  juniper  areas, 
numerous  small  burns  will  be  necessary.  The  vegetative  response 
on  these  smaller  areas  would  be  as  described  on  pages  4-6  and  4-7. 
A  maintenance  program  for  treated  areas  will  be  developed  to 
keep  the  desired  vegetative  composition. 

6.10  The  Draft  EIS  has  been  changed  to  indicate  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  would  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  proposals  for  chemical  treatment.  The  responsibility  for  the 
decision  whether  to  undertake  vegetative  manipulation  projects 
rests  solely  with  the  bureau  (see  text  change  section). 


6.11  Table  3-1  was  in  error, 
section. 


See  corrected  table  in  the  text  change 


6.12  The  limitations  of  Musgrave's  Soil  Loss  Equation  are  recognized 
and  discussed  in  Appendix  H.  Musgrave's  equation  is  used  as  a 
model  to  compare  different  management  alternatives.  Cover  is  the 
only  factor  in  the  equation  that  varied  between  alternatives.  For 
this  reason  we  did  not  use  the  end  points  but  compared  the  changes 
in  erosion  rates  between  different  management  alternatives.  The 
soil  erosion  rates  determined  using  Musgrave's  equation  were 
compared  to  rates  determined  on  the  Reynolds  Creek  Experimental 
Station  and  were  found  to  correlate  very  well.  This  indicates 
that  predicted  erosion  rates  are  reasonably  accurate. 

6.13  Chapter  3  strictly  deals  with  the  present  resource  condition. 
There  is  no  attempt  to  compare  present  livestock  use  with  the 


T-'arjorie  Payss...  Tiki   "anor^oo-i  3rlve,  ^iae,  Tc'V-c.  / 

Thenk  ycu  for  the  opportunity  to  excress  mv  point  or  view  concerning  the  Owyhee 
Grazing  Environmental  Statement  Draft. 

"nder  6  page  ?-l$  in  chapter  ?,  Description  of  the  nroposed  Action  and  Alternatives 
I  would  state:   "  Implementation  o**  proposed  action  would  cease,  if  the  action 
would  impair  an  areas  suitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness" 

Under  the  second  paragraph  of  6  T  would  change  this  paragraph  to  read:  "  ylo  action 
which  would  adversly  affect  wilderness  resources  in  the  form  of  man  made  features  on 
natural  landscapes  would  be  permitted  in  wilderness  areas," 

In  the  last  paragraph  on  oage  2-6,  I  would  change  this  to  read:  "  Construction  work 
on  range  imrrovements  would  be  scheduled  to  avoid  disturbances  to  wild  life  and 
would  be  discontinued  altogether  during  critical  periods  in  their  life  cycle. 

In  my  choices  of  alternatives  I  would  select  the  following: 

1.  Improve  vegetation  to  good  ecological  condition  to  benefit  wildlife  and  fisheries 
habitat  and  aesthetic  values.  Maintain  wilderness  character  of  wilderness  Inventory 
units.  Exclude  all  known  cultural  sites  from  livestock  use. 

Protect  riperian  haMtat  by  prevention  of  overuse  and  let  it  return  naturally  to 
an  improved  state...  "Vohi^it  livestock  use  on  critical  deer  winter  ranges  and  when- 
ever utlization  of  browse  or .grass  shows  overuse  and  a  slight  deterioration  of  the 

....      ...  ...     ,  ,    .  ,    .       and  maintain  at 

range  condition,  with  the  goal  in  mind  to  improve  -y\  excellent  condition  by  prohibiting 

livestock  use  of  riparian  habitat  during  summers  and  during  wet  soil  conditions. 

Limit  wildhorse  use  to  119  head;  Close  all  early  livestock  ranges  to  recreational 

CRV  use  or  any  other  areas  where  their  use  is  showing  a  deterioration  of  the  environment. 

Manage  allotments  with  deer  winter  range  to  protect  and  improve  wildlife  habitat 

and  maximize  wildlife  forage.  Implement  livestock  grazing  systems  and  practices  that 

will  allow  dense  upland  and  riparian  cover  to  form  on  all  waterfowl  nesting  areas. 

Improve  fisheries  haMtat  from  poor  to  excellent  condition  by  excluding  livestock 

grazing  for  $   to  7  years  on  riparian  areas  along  120  t^i les  of  stream.  When  the 

range  had  returned  to  a  satisfactory  condition  I  would  limit  its  use  to  maintain 


Response  to  Letter  No.  6  {continued) 

proposed  management  systems.  If  the  proposed  system  is  similar  to 
the  present  use  and  system,  present  use  can  be  applied  to 
prediction  of  impacts  under  the  proposed  use. 

6.14  Without  site  specific  project  design  criteria  and  specific 
livestock  management  proposals  for  treatment  areas,  it  is  not 
possible  to  predict  vegetative  responses  on  adjacent  areas.  If 
properly  managed,  the  benefits  indicated  in  the  comment  could 
occur.  There  is  also  evidence  (see  results  from  Vail  project) 
that  native  ranges  can  suffer  from  the  additional  grazing  use 
resulting  from  seedings.  If  seedings  are  managed  with  native 
range,  the  native  range  will  tend  to  be  overgrazed,  especially 
when  the  seeding  is  considered  the  "key  use"  area. 

6.15  An  increase  in  stream  and  spring  flow  could  occur  from  brush 
control.  Whether  an  increase  occurs  would  depend  upon  specific 
characteristics  of  the  area  where  the  control  is  practiced,  the 
method  of  control  used  and  use  of  the  area  after  treatment. 
Burning  brush  will  have  a  different  hydrologic  impact  than 
spraying.  Understory  vegetation  response  to  the  treatment  must 
also  be  considered  when  predicting  changes  in  streamflow  or  spring 
flow,  especially  when  the  control  area  is  seeded.  A  large 
increase  in  understory  vegetation  in  response  to  the  treatment  may 
offset  the  reduced  transpiration  rates  resulting  from  brush 
control. 

6.16  Off-site  benefits  of  vegetation  manipulations  were  addressed  as 
extensively  as  possible  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Benefits  are  reflected 
in  the  portion  of  the  analysis  relating  to  forage  allocations  and 
vegetative  condition  improvements. 

Native  ranges  bordering  seedings  may  benefit  from  vegetation 
manipulations  due  to  decreased  grazing  pressure.  The  extent  of 
improvements,  however,  cannot  be  predicted  since  the  degree  of 
benefits  depends  on  the  season-of-use  of  seedings  which  was  not 
specified. 

6.17  Reynolds  (1978)  conducted  research  that  indicated  benefits  to 
wildlife  from  seedings  is  basically  restricted  to  big  game 
animals,  particularly  mule  deer  and  elk.  His  research  also 
indicated  that  wildlife  species  diversity  and  abundance  is  very 
low  in  seedings  (see  text  change  section  for  literature  citation). 


it  at  that  level.   Insuring  that  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  land  determines  the  use. 

Manage  visual  and  cultural  resources  to  prevent  their  degredation.  Maintain  wilderness 
characteristics  in  inventory  units.  Manage-  separation  of  livestock  and 

bighorn  sheep.  Limit  livestock  concentrations  in  ripararian  habitat.  Avoid  disturbance 
activities  within  u  miles  o*1  sage  prouse  strutting  grounds.  Protect,  maintain  and 
enhance  visual  resource  values.  Manage  wilderness  areas  to  maintain  their  wilderness 
characteristics.  Protect  cultural  resource  values. 

Improve  on  site  fisheries  habitat  from  poor  to  excellent  condition  on  113  stream  miles 
by  excluding  livestock  grazing  for  5  to  7  years  on  riparian  areas  adjacent  to  the  subject 
streams.   After  the  exclusion  period,  implement  intensive  livestock  management  practices 
that  will  maintain  excellent  habitat  condition  standards.  These  practices  should 
contain  combinations  of  the  following: 

(a)  separate  pastures  for  riperian  areas  to  allow  management  of  these  pastures  with 
emphasis  on  maintaining  excellent  habitat  condition  for  fisheries. 

(b)  reduction  of  riperian  habitat  pressures  by  reduction  of  grazing  on  them. 

(c)  Use  of  log  structures  rlaced  perpendicular  to  the  stream  and  close  enough  toother 
to  deter  u"e  of  riparian  areas  between  the  lop  structures...  placement  of  salt  away  from 
ripTlan  areas  ...  nrovislon  of  water  ror  wild  and  domestic  animals  away  from  riperian 
areas.  (  The  fencing  could  be  achieved  by  cooperative  effort  with  the  Forest  Service 
and  use  of  lor3  from  burned  over  areas.   The  work  could  be  done  through  unemployed 

orkera  who  are  now  jobless,  due  to  th°  recession.  ) 
I  would  not  favor  spraying,  burning,  cntmletl  or  seeding  projects,  for  I  feel  that* cure 
would  be  worse  than  the  disease.   Alternative  "  3  wild  nmi-  clor^zt   to  my  miction. 
which  woul  I  remove  the  cauefs  of  L oration  ani  rive  nature  a  chance  to 

aid  in  its  recovery. 
I  do  hav  sen  ,irt  th.i  th<  Lo  |  of  grazing  rights  will  have 

imnll  operator.    Th*»  family  operated  ranch  may  not  have  the  means  to  survive 
th'a  1-:-.  towori  «  'qtlonil  Foo'i  "'oll^y   rt.ites  that  third 

tarvatlon  la  rundam»»ntally  a  f  roM^m  or  minority  rontrol  or  land  and  production 
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e.0ppi,  rdnr.cy.     rur  own ^r~nds  in  America 

.  ■  „  ...*„   «.     •    -         ith  km    5--1-"  iriross's  increasing  in  rumber.     The 

have  V?r     r 

■s* 

-  ,    -ct.a'or  lists  "the  loss  of  fair,  ly  farms  as  a  deadly  activity  poing  on 
quietly  ani  relentlessly  throughout  the  family  farm  economy...  In  the  late  1930's  there 
were  over  5."  million  farms  in  the  IT.  5.,  all  but  2  or  1%   classified  as  family  farmers. 
Today  the  number  is  around  2.75  million  and  still  dropping.  Host  of  the  decline  has 
occurred  since  '-*•'  II...  Vhat  has  become  of  over  h   million  family  farms?" 

In  order  to  comoensate  to  the  small,  family  operated,  rancher  for  his  loss  of  grazing 
land  due  to  this  environmental  up-grading,  I  would  give  direct  government  compensation. 
I  would  correlate  the  removal  of  his  herds  with  immediate  aid,  in  order  for  him  to 
survive.  I  would  limit  this  aid  to  only  the  small,  family  oriented  operation. 

I  would  then  encouraee  the  small  gasohol  producer  to  cooperate  in  providing  mash  to 
the  rancher's  who  are  going  to  need  to  develop  an  alternative  source  of  food  for 
their  livestock.  In  this  way  we  could  minimize  the^problem  of  the  eduction  in 
grazing  allotments  and  help  two  Idaho  based^/industries  to  prosper. and  survive. 


"arjorie  G.  Hayes 
7uu1  Manorwood  Drive 
•toise,  Idaho  P.31% 


»  Exploratory  Project  For  Economic  Alternatives,  Toward  a  National  Food  Policy,  Blendop, 
Joe,  Gregg  Forts, v  under  summary,op  U. 

**  Washington  Spectator  ^  vtween  The  Lines,  197°.  °ublic  Concern  Foundation.  Ralph  3. 
Shrikes,  president  Loss  of  Family  Farms ,  December  1,  1978,  P  2,  pp  h. 
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Cn  Wildlife  j     *ecause  ranches  ani  settlements     are  int.ersp^  rs  d 
throughout  the  entire  area,   I  op;  ose  th^  i*troduction  or  planting  of 
incompatable  species  of  game  animals  or  birds.     That  is,  elk,  bear,  bir.cn, 
etc.       Due  to  t':.e  proximity  to  population  centers  and  the  easy  accessibility, 
us  cho^ld  produce  more  deer,  antelope,  ch  Jcars  and  grouse,  to  supply  hunting 
for  more  people. 

On  the  question  of  "wild  horses";   I  am  amazed  at  the  stupidity  of 
Congress.     The  Y.ild  Horse  and  Burro  act  waa  passed  without  a  single 
voice  being  raised  to  consider  the  biolocic  factor  or  to  defend  the 
free  Enterprise  system.     GOD  created  the  earth  and  all  things  therein, 
but  Congrese  created  "ftild  Horses".     I  cormend  the  B.  L.  V,  for  making 
the  situation  livable. 

V.e  favor  the  f'ultiple  Useconcept     of  mana^etrent  of  the  Federally  Ovned 
land   in  this  Resource  Area.     The  various  uses  can  be  made  compatable 
tjit.h  the  cooperation  of  the  people  concerned,     l.e  are  not  in  favor  of 
single  use  designations,  such  as  Wilderness  or  Scenic  Rivers,  Stc.     All 
these  ares  can  be  managed  i  ore  econically  under  a  comprehensive  use 
plan. 

If  the  Federal  Government  retains  ownership  of  the  land,  they  should 
assume  the  "obligations  of  proprietorship"  and  control  Noxious  V.eeds,  Pests, 
and  as  ume  their  share  of  watershed  protection  in  cooperation  with  the 
Local  Units  of  'Government, 

V«e  must  consider  that  people  may  increase  many  times,  but  that  the 
acres  of  land  remain  the  same,  therefor  we  should  think  of  a  permit  system 
and  seasonal  use  for  other  activities  as  tell  as  for  the  Livestock  Users. 


Adam  H.   Blackstock 
Star  Rt.   5  119 
I  elba,  Id.iho 
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Owyhee  Grazing  Impact  Statement  of  Adam  H.  Blackstock 


Ly  uncle  came  here  in  1^75,  Vy  father  cane  in  1*^9.  I  carte  in  1901. 
l'y  son  and  grandsons  are  alcp  enraged  in  livestock  operations.  I  served  as 
a  district  advisor  to  the  Grasing  Service  for  more  than  a  dozen  years. 

I  would  like  to  quote  an  excerpt  from  P.  E.  l'ollins  booklet,  When  and  If 
It  Rains"  193L  Quote  "the  stockman  is  not  a  despoiler  of  the  ran^e.  He 
is  necessarily  a  conservator.  It  is  to  his  interest  to  conserve  the  ran-e, 
public  and  private;  for  the  success  of  his  whole  enterprise  depends  on  one 
thing — grass"  as  true  today  as  in  1938. 

One  cause  of  today's  problem  was  the  issuance  of  "War  Emergency  Licenses" 
in  the  early  19U0*s,  against  the  advice  of  many  Advisors.  These  crowded  many 
areas  and  have  since  been  sold  and  transferrea  to  other  properties.  It  would 
be  an  injustice  to  dig  up  these  old  bones"  now  as  many  ranches  have  changed 
hands  in  the  recent  years,  and  new  owners  did  not  know  the  circumstances  of 
their  rights'  history.  The  stockmen  accepted  a  later  turn  out  date  in  19h7,  and 
an  adjustment  in  numbers  in  early  19^' s.   Therefore,  I  urge  that  no  cuts  be 
main  st  this  time.   Forage  production  depends  on  soil  and  moisture.   Soil 
is  the  limiting  factor,  and  moisture  determines  the  amount  or  forage  avail- 
able.  The  average  year  should  be  the  det\«rmn:nr  factor  in  arriving  at  carrying 
capacity.   Seasonal  »s«  and  Season  of  use  are  the  vital  elenents  in  fange 
management.  Fencing  and  water  developrent  should  be  made  to  control  livestock, 
and  provide  better  distribution. 

Coo[*cration  of  individual  or  individual  groups  of  users  Is  necessary  to 
achieve  a  sucessful  management  program.  At  least  five  years  of  cooperative 
management  should  elapse  before  any  adjustment  in  numbers  is  made. 

There  is  a  difference  between  the  livestock  users  and  the  other  users 
of  the  Federal  land.  The  livestock  peoole  are  protective  and  possessive  ft 
their  Acre:   (allotment)  The  hunters,  fisherman:   O.R.V.,  Reckhounds.  and 
°thers  are  protective  and  possessive  of  their  right  to  use  Federal  land, 
regardless  of  area.  This  sometimes  causes  ef  abrasive  situations. 


John  V  Evans,  Governor 
Daniel  T  Emborg,  Administrator 


State  Capitol  Building 
Boise,  Idaho  83720 


DIVISION  OF  ECONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS. 

IDAHO  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 


June  5,  1980 


Ms.  Michele  Hudson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  ID  83702 

Dear  Ms.  Hudson: 

The  Idaho  State  Clearinghouse  distributed  copies  of  your  Owyhee 
Grazing  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  the  following 
agencies  for  their  review  and  comment: 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

Ida-Ore  Regional  Planning  and  Development  Association 

Idaho  Department  of  Agriculture 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  made  extensive  comments 
which  are  enclosed.  We  received  no  comments  from  the  other  agen- 
cies listed  prior  to  the  completion  of  this  review  period. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  assist  you  in  the  review  of  your 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Please  send  us  a  copy  of 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  when  it  is  completed. 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  either 
myself  or  Holly  Holmes  at  334-3412. 


Sincerely, 

Gloria  Mabbutt,  Coordinator 
Idaho  State  Clearinghouse 


GM:hh 
Enclosure 
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ti  STATE  OF  IDAHO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 


Mr.  Dean  Bibles 
June  2,  1980 
Page  3 
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June  2,  1980 


Mr.  Dean  Bibles 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Owyhee  Grazing  EIS 

Boise  District  Office 

230  Collins  Road 

Boise,  ID  83702 

Dear  Mr.  Bibles: 

Following  our  review  of  the  draft  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  the  analysis  of  the  five  grazing 
alternatives  presented,  we  have  concluded  that  Alternative  3 
(Maximize  Wildlife  and  Watershed)  would  be  our  Department's 
preferred  alternative.   This  conclusion  is  based  on  the 
favorable  projections  Alternative  3  provides  in  improving 
the  ecological  condition  of  the  rangeland  and  the  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  riparian-meadow  areas. 

In  reviewing  the  economics  between  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternative  3  the  only  value  figures  used  are  those  related 
to  reductions  in  numbers  of  livestock  and  the  consequent 
economic  impacts.   No  account  is  made  of  the  potential 
economic  gains  provided  by  all  resources  that  would  be 
manifested  through  increased  range  improvement.   If  these 
economic  gains  were  taken  into  consideration  there  would  be 
little  economic  difference  between  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternative  3. 

Under  the  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action  section  we 
offer  the  following  comments: 

Page  2-1,  Objective  3  -  It  is  doubtful  this  objective  can  be 
attained.   References  cited  on  page  4-9  point  out  that 
intensive  grazing  systems  will  not  improve  riparian  areas 
significantly.   The  problem  of  little  or  no  improvement  in 
unfenced  riparian-meadow  areas  is  also  noted  on  page  4-22  in 
reference  to  mule  deer  fawning;  page  4-2S  in  reference  to 
sage  grouse  brooding  areas;   page  4-28  in  reference  to  other 
species  associated  with  riparian  areas  (270  miles  not  expected 
to  improve);  page  4-29,  last  sentence  under  summary  of 
impacts  on  meadow- riparian  habitat;  and  page  4-31  in  reference 
to  fisheries  habitat. 


Sage  grouse  nesting  and  wintering  areas  -  not  reduced 
below  25  percent. 

Pronghorn  (general  range)  -  not  reduced  below  10  percent. 

Page  4-21,  Table  4-8  -  This  table  graphically  shows  where 
the  major  areas  of  impact  between  livestock  and  deer  summer 
and  wintering  areas  will  occur.   Those  pastures  which  are 
asterisked  and/or  underlined  deserve  special  treatment  by 
BLM  in  terms  of  stocking  rates,  season  of  use  and  intensity 
of  monitoring  the  use  of  bitterbrush  by  livestock.   Many  of 
these  pastures  (16,400  acres  total)  are  in  poor  condition 
and  not  expected  to  improve  under  the  grazing  systems.   This 
is  a  major  flaw  of  the  proposed  action. 

Also,  several  areas  of  important  winter  range  are  included 
in  the  "management  with  private  lands"  concept  which  calls 
for  the  "biological  limit"  use  of  vegetation.   This  is 
probably  impossible  to  monitor  if  the  BLM  lands  are  fenced 
with  private  land.   These  lands  should  be  protected  and 
should  be  fenced  off  from  livestock  use  as  a  wildlife  project. 
Pastures  504,  582  and  610  on  the  Boulder  Creek  deer  winter 
range  are  examples. 

Should  there  be  any  modifications  to  the  Proposed  Action  or 
Alternative  3  we  suggest  the  following  be  considered: 

1.  Land  treatments  should  be  designed  to  improve  both 
livestock  and  wildlife  forage.   Established  guidelines 
for  wildlife  species  should  be  given  full  consideration. 
Based  on  Table  2-12  considerable  improvement  in  vegeta- 
tion classes  can  be  achieved  without  expensive  treatment 
projects  (Alternative  3). 

2.  The  number  of  wild  horses  should  be  maintained  at  a 
level  as  indicated  under  the  Proposed  Action  (118-178). 
This  reduction  would  provide  additional  forage  allocation 
for  both  wildlife  and  livestock.   We  find  little  justi- 
fication to  increase  these  numbers  to  338  head  as 
suggested  in  Alternative  3. 


EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


Mr.  Dean  Bibles 
June  2,  1980 
Page  2 


Mr.  Dean  Bibles 
June  2,  1980 
Page  4 


9 
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By  treating  riparian  and  wet  meadow  complexes  together,  a 
misleading  picture  may  be  presented.   Many  of  the  meadow 
complexes  are  in  fair  ecological  condition  and  have  the 
ability  to  improve  dramatically  with  the  proposed  grazing 
systems.   The  riparian  areas,  however,  are  often  in  poor 
ecological  condition  and  are  much  harder  to  improve.   By 
lumping  the  two  together,  it  gives  the  appearance  of  improving 
the  riparian  areas  to  a  greater  extent  than  is  probably 
true.   They  should  be  dealt  with  separately. 

Regardless  of  which  alternative  action  is  ultimately  chosen, 
we  recommend  the  amount  of  fencing  of  streams  proposed  in 
Alternative  3  (113  miles)  be  considered  the  minimum  acceptable. 

Page  2-2,  Objective  7,  California  Bighorn  Sheep  -  We  recommend 
that  BLM  allocate  forage  for  approximately  100  additional 
sheep  to  allow  for  expansion  of  the  current  sheep  population 
in  the  East  Fork  Owyhee  and  the  possibility  of  transplants 
to  Red  Canyon  and  the  Middle  Fork  Owyhee  River.   Map  3-6 
shows  large  areas  of  potential  habitat,  but  no  forage  alloca- 
tion is  mentioned. 
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d. 


Page  2-12,  Land  Treatments  -  Any  land  treatments  should 
follow  guidelines  established  for  antelope  and  sage  grouse 
in  areas  inhabited  by  these  species.   The  following  changes 
in  parameters  for  sagebrush  canopy  cover  arc  suggested: 


3.    Additional  protection  of  riparian  habitat  and  wet 
meadows  is  a  must.   We  find  it  hard  to  accept  the 
emphasis  on  untested  stream  protection  measures 
(juniper  tree  structures).   Fencing  is  a  proven 
method  to  protect  and  rehabilitate  wet  areas  and 
should  be  used  on  all  key  riparian  and  meadow 
areas. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document 
and  request  your  consideration  of  the  suggestions  we  have 
made. 

Sincerely, 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 


Region  3 
USFWS  (Fisher) 


P 


Uerry  M.  Conley 


Sage  grouse  brood  rearing  areas 
percent. 


not  reduced  below  15 


Response  to  Letter  No.  9 

Letter  number  9  contains  several  observations  that  do  not  deal 
with  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  are  therefore  not  responded 
to  individually.  Those  statements  that  suggest  changes  in  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives  have  been  considered  in  the 
formulation  of  Alternative  7,  one  of  two  new  alternatives  analyzed 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  for  details  concerning  the  evolution  of  the  two 
new  alternatives. 

Benefits  to  recreation  (primarily  hunting  and  fishing  days)  were 
discussed  in  the  economics  section  of  each  alternative.  The 
economic  gain  from  recreation  was  $1.0  million  in  the  proposed 
action  versus  $1.8  million  in  Alternative  3.  The  methodology  to 
predict  other  economic  benefits,  such  as  soil  and  watershed 
protection,  is  not  currently  available.  Some  of  these  benefits 
are  captured  by  the  analysis  of  consumptive  uses  of  the  resource 
(i.e.  livestock  grazing,  hunting  and  fishing). 

Inventory  data  indicates  that  the  present  condition  and  vegetative 
species  within  these  ecological  types  are  similar.  Their  response 
to  grazing  and  grazing  management  is  also  similar  (see  literature 
presented  on  page  4-9,  Draft  EIS).  Because  of  the  small  area 
associated  with  these  types  and  the  similarities  in  vegetation  and 
grazing  impacts,  these  two  ecological  communities  were  included  in 
one  discussion. 


JO. I 
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Bureau  of  Land  Man 

Page  2 

June  3,  1980 


It  would  be  helpful,  I  believe,  if  BLM  looked  at  what  improvement 
potentials  exist  on  private  lands.   Each  permittee  should  have  a  con- 
cise analysis  of  his  current  (one  to  three  years)  and  long-term  abi- 
lity to  react  to  AUM  shortages  below  current  licensed  demand.   By 
providing  more  forage  on  private  lands,  BLM  could  better  assess  what 
affect  AUM  reductions  on  public  rangelands  could  have  in  the  short  and 
long  term.   Expanded  cost  share  programs  would  most  likely  have  to  be 
increased  to  accomplish  the  above  objective.   I  suggest  such  a  goal  be 
established. 

In  closing,  I  would  suggest  BLM  seriously  consider  using  coordinated 
resource  management  planning  in  all  future  efforts  to  regulate  public 
rangelands.   All  users  and  interested  parties,  working  together,  will 
accomplish  the  most  good  in  the  shortest  amount  of  time. 

Thank  you  for  the  chance  to  comment  on  this  proposal. 

Sincerely, 


ard   Kunzman 
Director 
(503)    378-4152 
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Department  of  Agriculture 


AGRICULTURE  BUILDING.  635  CAPITOL  STREET  N  E  .  SALEM.  OREGON  97310 
June  3.  1980 


Response  to  Letter  No.  10 

The  BLM,  as  a  federal  land  managing  agency,  has  no  authority  or 
control  over  private  lands.  Cooperative  agreements  between  the 
SCS,  BLM,  and  private  landowners  are  planned  for  each  allotment. 
These  are,  however,  totally  voluntary  by  the  private  landowners. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Owyhee  Crazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  ID  83702 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  is  In  response  to  requests  for  review  of  the  Owyhee 
Crazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   My  staff  has  examined  the 
document,  and  I  have  a  number  of  comments  I  would  like  to  convey. 

Only  38,000  acres  of  the  total  1,387,224  acres  are  in  Oregon. 
However,  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  many  of  the  licensed  permittee 
reside  in  the  Jordan  Valley  area. 

The  draft  outlines  five  alternatives  that  BLM  could  use  In  managing 
the  Owyhee  area.   I  doubt  that  any  of  the  five  are  entirely  satisfac- 
tory in  meeting  both  the  biological  and  economic  needs  of  the  area. 
The  first  three  are  totally  unacceptable,  No.  4  Is  partially  accep- 
table and  No.  5,  although  very  acceptable  from  my  standpoint,  will 
probably  not  survive  the  reviewing  process  unscathed. 

I  would  suggest  that  BLM  give  strong  consideration  to  a  modified 
No.  4.  Under  the  alternative,  BLM  proposed  grazing  systems  with 
stocking  rates  based  on  607.  utilization  in  place  of  507.  utilization 


Also,  BLM  and  local  ranchers  need  to  work  together,  not  apart,  on  pro 
posals  and  planning  efforts  such  as  this.   Placing  economic  hardships 
on  local  ranchers  will  only  widen  the  communication  gap  and  make  it 
harder  for  BLM  to  get  cooperation  from  local  residents  In  the  future. 

This  proposal  Is  unacceptable  because  It  will  drive  18-21  ranchers  out 
of  business.   1  need  not  tell  you  that  times  have  been  tough  for  those 
in  the  cattle  business.   Government  actions,  such  as  those  proposed  In 
Ho.  4,  will  cause  further  economic  harm  and  constitute  unwise 
planning. 


I  suggest  that  a  80-90%  utilization  level  be  Implemented  in  pla 
the  607.  level  in  No.  4.   This  would  not  drive  ranchers  out  of 
business,  and  Increase  range  habitat  for  all  users.   This  new  1 
should  also  enhance  stream  habitat. 


of 


//•a  I 

//.3| 

//•V 
//.s\ 


Jordan  V-lley. 
Juie   ;,ir"c 
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"?cpr  Andersen 
Cwyhee  ^rea  Kannzer 
"ureeu  cf  Lnnd  ^anazement 
pcise  District  Cfflce 
??0  Collins  Rood 
"else,  Idaho,  °?702 


Re:  Cwyhee  Grazing  E.I.S 


De^r   sir. 


n   re? 
*'ch  u 


ense   t<-    the   Cwvhee    jrfl7!ni7   ~-v'  rcnTerit.Pl 
s    ^resented    fcr    public   h°3r!n?8   ;*ny   ?Dt 


Irrpnct   St*te:rent  i 
«nd    20,    1<~D0. 

The   study   seens    tc   *e   nulte  complete   pnd    very  detsPed    In 
every   way,    heweverf-e    scurecy    cf   the    Infcrmetlcn   ccntp'ner    the 
In    '  r    ouesti: nable   ^nd    the    Intensive   m"r=  -e-'ent   sr-!    nil cttTer.t 
rnnsgeTent   pl^ns    shculd   be  worked   up    In   ccc^eratlcn  w'th   the 
^er^lttees   tc   obtain   the   vest   nrccrsm  for  livestock,    wildlife, 
«>nd   ether  multiple   users. 

In  response   specif lenity   to  allcttment  No. 0^07 »    I    live 
clroe   tc    "nd    h*ve   had   nerscnal    kncwi  edc-e    cf    th's  area    fcr   the 
past   £°      vesrs    end    I    ^el'eve    that   this    ^hruld    mere   then   ou=lify 
me   as   an  expert    In   this   area   *><«    to   Its   ccndltlrn  and    trend. 

I   disagree  w* ththe    Information    in   the   ^.T.S.    ccncern'ng 
the   ccndltlcn,    trend   and    -^rcduct'on   of   crass.      The   ferage   ^red- 
uction  is  much  higher,   and   the   trend    !s   un.    snd    the    overall 
cend'tlcn   shculd   he   rpted  gecd. 

Crnditlcn  ?nd    trend   shculd  be   b* sed   en   *he   histcry   cf   the 
area   end    its    rctential   bas^d   en   sell,    Trlsture.   r?nd    ^nsres 
available.      Trend  and   ccndltlcn   phculd   net   ve   arrived   at  by 
coxparinz   this   allettTent  with  a    golf   ccurse    In  Pcise   Valley. 

The  wildlife   use    in   this   area   has   been   zreatly   reduced 
due   t"    hunter^ressure    In   the    r-ast  and   net    from  a    change    In  hsb- 
'tet.      Tt p   E.I.S.    shews    thrt   "llcttTent   CCC"7    *g   p    winte"   ran^e 
fcr   mule   deer,    end   nrthlng  cruld   ve   farther   from  the   truth. 
Deer   frcm  this   area  winter   farther  west    In  Cregcn. 

Mistakes    In    Information   cf   this   ty~e   tend   tc   make   a    oer- 
son  question   the    cred' tabil ;  ty   c*1   the   entire   document. 

The  -rccsed   livestcck  use    en  ^LM   ground    In  this  ellctt- 
ment  will   be   reduced   tol^l    AUMs    cr  a    e^f  reduction.      To  put 
this    in   perspective   this   wculd  ^llow  me   tc    f;raze,    on  a    six 
menth  besis,    27   cows    on    1,932  acres,    cr  a    little   over   three 
sections.      To  break  this  dewn   further,    th's   would   be    o  cows 
for  each  square    Tile,      this    Is   so   far   frcm  the   actual    c^r^y- 
lng   ceonclty    cf   this   area    that    It   again   makes    one   question 
the    information   in  th*s   document. 

The   oroposed    *-,-rcvetnents    fcr  a1  lotttnent   C'07   shews 
brush   control   arr'   brush   control    and   seeding.      I   will    agree 
the  north   1  /"*   of   the   allottment    Is   brush   covered  and   cculd 
benefit   fr-m  brush  control,    but   the   south  2/j    is   relatively 


Response  to  Letter  No.   11 

11.1  The  vegetation  inventory  was  conducted  in  1977  and  1978  and 
followed  established  BLM  inventory  procedures.     The  vegetation 
production,  condition,  and  trend  data  used  to  develop  the  Owyhee 
land  use  plan  is  the  best  available  to  the  BLM.     The  management 
based  on  this  data  would  be  adjusted  as  found  appropriate  through 
the  monitoring  program  described  on  page  2-17  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

11.2  We  recognize  that  wildlife  abundance,  particularly  mule  deer, 
might  have  been  influenced  by  hunter  pressure.     However,  wildlife 
habitat  conditions  in  this  allotment  (0507)  are  predominantly  in 
poor  condition   (Appendix  Table  F-4,   Draft  EIS).     With  the  habitat 
in  good  condition,  more  forage  and  cover  would  be  available  and 
higher  productivity  for  the  wildlife  populations  would  be 
expected . 

11.3  Mule  deer  ranges  were  identified  as  summer  and  winter  ranges. 
Summer  ranges  indicate  use  from  June  through  December.     Winter 
ranges  specify  use  from  January  through  May.     Mule  deer  migrating 
from  winter  ranges  in  Oregon  to  summer  ranges  in  Idaho  would  pass 
through  allotment  0507  during  the  winter.     Distributional 
information  was  obtained  from  Region  III  of  the  Idaho  Fish  and 
Game. 

11.4  See  Response  11.1 

11.5  Map  2-3,  Draft  EIS,  shows  general  treatable  areas  and  does  not 
indicate  specific  acreages  within  an  area  that  would  be  treated. 
The  actual  number  of  acres  that  are  potentially  treatable  within 
each  allotment  are  shown  on  Appendix  Table  D-l,  Draft  EIS.  In 
allotment  0507,  there  is  the  potential  for  342  acres  of  brush 
control  and  228  acres  of  brush  control  and  seeding.  This  totals 
570  acres  or  29  percent  of  the  BLM  land  within  the  allotment. 
Also,  onsite  inspection  would  be  required  before  any  treatment  is 
done.  This  would  eliminate  brush  control  on  areas  which  have 
previously  burned  and  do  not  presently  require  brush  control. 
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I  free  cf  brush  "nd  yet  brush  control 
HLI'  where  do  ycu  get  ycur  lnformstJ 
ares  In  question. 

During  the  testimony  In  tfnv  th 
Association  presented  Alternative  N 
I  wculd  like  tc  gc  on  record  as  bel 
native.  I  will  not  gc  Intc  great  d 
objections,  It  Is  encugh  tc  say  the 
men  had  the  proper  time  tc  studv  Al 
would  net  have  endorsed  It. 

I  thank  ycu  fcr  this  o^-crtunl 
very  hapry  to  wcrk  with  the  FLK  ner 
ment  plan  fcr  allottment  0=C7.  Jus 
Is  5C3-  =  C':-22I:^. 


Is  Drc^csed.   I  must  ask  the 
on?  Definitely  net  frcm  the 

e  Cwyhee  County  Cattlemen 

fcr  ycur  consideration. 
ng  or-csed  tc  this  alter- 
etall  at  this  time  as  tc  my 

In  my  cplnlcn  If  the  cattle- 
ternetive  No. 6  the  majority 

ty  tc  resTjcnd  and  I  will  be 
scnal  tc  work  up  a  manare- 
t  call  me ,  my  phene  number 


vcurs  truly, 
Richard  S.  Bennett 
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une.  4   IQ8o 


Bureau  of   Land  marac^ment 

Boise,   Dis+ricV   O^v'ce 

Ouo^hee,    Gro^ina  E\S 

boi^e.,    XdoOno       S3-705L, 

Dear    Sirs: 

\n  response  to  +V>e  o^inee   Gcai\<xi  EAS, 

\j}<L   support   ^\t£fnaho£,    fc>  t  proposed   bu 

-\Y\<l  CbJufcMt  Cattternen\  ftssoc. 


Uksarx*  U3?ndK|  Tb^ns 
Rt.  4    Box  4430B 
n&mnpq,  \daho  8it.5l 
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IDAHO  CHAPTER 

THE  WILDLIFE  SOCIETY 


iTIONAL  HEADQUARTERS 

SUITE611 
101  WISCONSIN  AVE    N  W 
WASHINGTON.  O.C    J0014 


Jay  F.  Gore 
10658  Winterhawk 
Boise,  Idaho 
83709 

June  5,  1980 


13.1 


/3.A 


Jim  Gabettas 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Boise  District  Office 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 

Dear  Mr.  Gebettas: 

Please  regard  this  as  written  testimony  in  response  to  the  draft  Owyhee 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 

The  Idaho  Chapter  of  The  Wildlife  Society  is  appreciative  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  efforts  to  provide  for  wildlife  habitat  under 
the  multiple  use  objectives  of  the  Federal  Land  Management  Policy  Act 
and  believes  the  array  of  alternatives  devloped  relect  this  effort. 
While  the  interests  of  wildlife  and  therefore  The  Wildlife  Society  would 
be  best  served  by  Alternative  #3  (Maximize  wildlife  and  watershed),  or  a 
similar  plan,  we  recognize  that  under  the  philosophy  of  multiple  use,  a 
reasonable  balance  of  objectives  must  be  obtained.  As  such,  The  Idaho 
Chapter  is  in  general  agreement  with  the  proposed  action  as  presented  in 
the  draft  DEIS.  Comments  to  the  proposed  action  are  enumerated  below. 

(1)  BLM's  emphasis  on  rangeland  rehabilitation,  protective  management 
of  streams  and  the  desire  to  have  wildlife  a  major  benefactor  of 
the  project  is  proper.  Permanent  improvements  to  habitat  are 
required. 

(2)  Siltation  and  high  temperatures,  problems  attributed  to  use  of 
riparian  habitat  by  domestic  ungulates,  should  be  effectively 
controlled.  Based  upon  information  presented  in  the  DEIS,  it  is 
not  possible  to  identify  whether  riparian  areas  are  included  within 
fenced  areas  or  if  other  proposed  control  measures  will  effectively 
solve  the  problems. 

(3)  Chaining  and  burning  of  vegetation  are  rehabilitation  tools  highly 
disruptive  to  the  soil.  To  avoid  undue  erosion,  we  suggest 

that  these  tools  be  used  only  when  the  potential  for  heavy  rainfall 
(accelerated  runoff)  is  low.  We  prefer  prescribed  burning  with 
wildlife  needs  in  mind.  The  DEIS  does  not  detail  how  much  and 
where  chaining  and  burning  will  occur.  BLM  needs  to  adhere  to 
sage  grouse,  antelope,  deer  and  other  wildlife  management  guide- 
lines when  conducting  these  practices. 


Response  to  Letter  No.  13 

13.1  Wording  has  been  added  to  clarify  riparian  fencing.  See  the  text 
change  section. 

The  effects  of  other  proposed  control  measures  are  assessed  in  the 
Aquatic  Wildlife  section  of  Chapter  4  and  in  Appendix  Table  K-9 
of  the  Draft  EIS. 

13.2  Map  2-3  of  the  Draft  EIS  shows  generally  where  brush  control  would 
occur.  For  reasons  explained  on  pages  2-12  and  2-13  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  it  is  not  possible  now  to  locate  exactly  where  each  treatment 
would  take  place. 

Guidelines  for  protecting  wildlife  habitat  are  included  in  the 
restrictions  and  standard  operating  procedures  listed  on  pages 
2-13  through  2-17  of  the  Draft  EIS.  These  restrictions  and 
procedures  would  be  applied  to  land  treatments. 

13.3  The  log  structures  should  not  block  passage  to  fish  since  only  the 
tips  of  the  logs  would  be  in  the  stream.  The  log  structures  would 
create  cover  for  fish  along  the  streambanks.  These  structures 
have  been  used  in  eastern  Oregon  with  97  percent  of  the  projects 
resulting  in  marked  improvement  of  riparian  habitat.  The  life 
span  of  the  log  structures  is  estimated  to  be  25  years. 
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(4)  The  use  of  log  structures  to  control  stream  trailing  is  ea££S*. 

i^  ^      Never-the-less,  our  concerns  include  the  effectiveness  of  the  structures, 
their  estimated  life  span,  maintenance  requirements,  and  potential 
to  create  flow  restrictions  and  passage  blocks  to  fish. 

(5)  Reservoirs  and  springs  should  be  managed  to  maintain  or  create 
downstream  riparian  and  wet  meadow  values.  Spring  source  pro- 
tection is  very  important  and  strongly  encouraged. 

(6)  Facilities  should  be  provided,  and  management  schemes  devised, 
to  protect  the  natural  values  of  areas  receiving  high  human  foot 
traffic  and  O.R.V.  use  (  i.e.  Jump  Creek). 

(7)  The  Idaho  Chapter  believes  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  proposed 
action,  after  rehabilitation,  should  be  management  as  a  near 
self-sustaining  system.  Continued  levels  of  intensive  land 
management,  which  may  be  of  benefit  to  the  grazing  of  livestock, 
sre   a  costly  public  expenditure  and  may  be  environmentally  damaging. 

(8)  Grazing  permit  fees  should  be  commensurate  with  the  cost  of  improve- 
ments for  livestock  grazing.  If  not,  the  proposed  action  will 
amount  to  a  public  subsidy  of  the  private  sector. 

(9)  Important  deer  winter  range  is  often  used  by  cattle  during  late 
summer  and  early  fall  (see  pp  4-20,  21,  22  and  Table  4-8). 
Several  winter  range  areas  have  grazing  systems  which  are  going 
to  be  detrimental  to  vegetation  used  by  wintering  deer.  BLM 

is  encouraged  to  reconsider  use  of  these  grazing  systems  on  deer 
winter  range. 

(10)  We  emphasize  that  it  is  critically  important  for  BLM  to  ade- 
quately monitor  permitted  livestock  stocking  rates  and  assure 
that  extra  livestock  are  not  ranged. 

The  Idaho  Chapter  is  grateful  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  comment  to 
the  EIS  process.  We  trust  the  final  document  will  reflect  our  comments 
and  concerns. 
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PRIVATE  LANL  CONSIDERATION 


People  look  at  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  enc  think  it  is 
all  public  land.   It  must  be  pointed  out  that  much  of  the 
choice  areas  are  private  land.   People  that  homesteaded  and 
took  up  these  lands  picked  out  the  best  lands  to  homestead. 

The  planned  7recreation  area  of  Upper  Reynolds  Creek, 
Jordan  Creek  end  Silver  City  consists  of  t    greeter  n>*  iority 

of  deeded  end  state  land  than  B.L.M.  land.   Therefore,  these 

be. 

land  owners  should  mi ■ i  Urn  cnnsulted  and  given  an  opport- 
unity to  exprc-s  their  ideas  concerning  these  planned  re- 
creotlon  areas. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  inclusion  of  our  private  land  into 
these  plennedrecreation  areas. 


Ellas  J^ca,  Presicent  Chipmunk 
Grating  Association 


Sincerely, 
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WILojHOKSKS 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 


The  so-called  wild  mustang,  about  which  so  much  sensation- 
alism has  developed,  are  wild  only  in  the  sense  that  they  are 
hard  to  catch.   Their  value  in  economic  terms  is  much  lese  than 
deer,  antelope  tnd  elk  which  are  controlled  with  sensible  pro- 
grams and  which  earn  revenue  for  the  maintenance  of  public  land 
through  the  sale  of  hunting  licenses.   Instead  of  these  horses 
helping  our  economy,  they  are  already  on  the  equivalent  of  welfare 
and  ere  being  supported  by  the  already  overburdened  taxpayer. 

The  Owyhee  SIS  gives  much  mention  to  wild  horses.   In  the 
dlack  Mountain  Unit  which  we  are  very  familiar  with,  wildhorse 
numbers  were  actually  17  head  in  1971  growing  to  JO  head  in  the 
final  drafte  for  our  basic  numbers.   At  the  present  time(1980) 
we  have  over  118  head  of  wild  horees  in  the  Black  Mountain  Unit. 
We  were  promised  a  horse  roundup  in  1979  by  the  B.L.M.  to  reduce 
the  horses  to  the  1971  level,  but  because  funds  for  our  area 
were  spent  in  other  roundups  our  area  was  deleted.   Now  B.L.M. 
promises  for  our  1^80  roundup  show  rumors  that  the  funds  are  be- 
ing depleted  agair.   The  area  of  use  for  these  horses  is  being 
overgre2ed  end  ruined  by  this  continuance. 

Persons  truly  interestec  in  the  preservation  of  our  range 

must  focus  their  attention  on  the  major  problem  cf  the  Black 

Mountain  Unit  of  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area — Wildhorses. 

Elias  Jaca,  President  Chipmunk 
Grazing  Association 


Livestock  and  Wildlife  are  more  compatible  than  wildlife 
and  people.   It  is  a  known  fact  that  in  the  19?0,  1940  and 
1950'b  when  we  had  the  peak  In  livestock  numbers  the  fish  and 
wildlife  were  abundent.   The  bird  population  was  fairly  abun- 
dant.  There  is  more  grass  on  one  acre  now  than  there  was  on 
100  acreB  then.   The  Jordan  Creek,  Reynolds  Creek, Sucker  Creek 
and  Cow  Creek  areas  where  there  were  around  1?,000  sheep  then 
concentrating  on  these  riparian  areas  plus  cattle  and  horses. 

We  feel  strongly  that  the  decline  of  fisheries,  and  bird 
population  came  about  with  the  introduction  of  the  four  wheel 
drive  vehicle,  with  its  gun  rack  and  fishing  gear,  and  people 
numbers.   People  poach  the  year  around. 


Elias  Jaca,  president  Chipmunk 
Grazing  Association 


Richard  Gabica 


J^dJlCUtJ        a 
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Richard-Gab  ice 


<eA^y    ttjt 
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SEASON  OF  USE  AMD  AREA  CF  USE 

Under  the  Multiple  Use  Concept  there  will  have  to  be  a 

of  use  and  season  of  use  for  all  multiple  use. 

Example  One the  cattle  are  designeted  certain 

area  for  a  certain  time  achedule. 

Example  Two fishinc  md  hunting  have  their 


fixample  Three— off  road  vehicles,  ceapir.g,  rock 
hounding  and  etc.  should  have  a 
season  of  us«.  end  area  of  use. 

Example  Four off  road  vehicles  should  not  be 

in  the  hipher  areas  when  the  area 
is  soft  and  wet.  Cattle  are  kept 
out  of  the  high  country  in  the 
apring  because  the  area  is  soft 
end  wet. 

Example  Five — -motor  cycle  race-:  should  not  be 
scheduled  in  en  area  during  a 
season  of  use  for  cattle. 


President  Chipmunk  Grazing 
Association 


Richard  Gabica 


/   /. 


IS.  I 


Tom  Collett 
at.  B  Box  .365 
GrandView,  Idaho  "36  iU 
June  1*,  1930 

Bureau  of  Land  .'ianagement 
Owyhee  Grazing  £.I,S. 
Boise  Jist.  Office 
230  ollinn  ^oad 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 
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attention : 


Mr.  Jean  Bible 
Jist.  Manager 


Jear  Mr.   ibles; 

In  regard  to  the  Owyhee  ..1.3.  I  would  like  to  comment 
on  a  few  of  the  proposals  there  in.   first  of  all  I  would  like 
to  ^o  on  record  as  recommending  alternative  ;  Five. 

I  aii  somewhat  skeptical  of  any  of  the  altern-'tivos  or 
the  proposal.   Except  alternatives  /  one  and  ..-  two  as  ne  >rly 
all  proDosal  to  recondition  the   an-.e  in  the  past  hive  not 
b  e  :n  accoplished.   If  proposals  made  in  1962  and  o3  had  beon 
completed  very  little  adjustment  of  A.  U.  M's  w ?uld  have  to 
be  done  now. 

1  V  ve  always  co-onerated  with  regulations  and  proposals 
of  o.  L.  II.  I  huvo    spent  considerable  time  and  money  develop- 
ing water,  building  and  maintaining  fences;  but  in  the  last 
30  yenrs  have  received  more  than  30  >   reduction  os  use  and  now 
there  is  to  be  20  '>   more. 

I  know  that  conditions  on  my  allotment  havo  been  increas- 
ing because  of  use  of  rotation,  development  of  water  md  fenc- 
ing of  pastures.   I  have  boon  in  continuous  use  of  this  nange 
3inco  19''?  and  tho  only  continuous  usor  In  this  allotmont  for 
moro  than  ten  consecative  years.   Airing  this  time  t  ova   has 
b  oon  many  13,  L.  t,.  Managers  ol   his   ■  ■,  but  none  of  than 
bayod  long  onough  to  notice  Improvement. 

'JVOPy  now  ni'inn^r  says,"  Ve  must  make  ■  management   Ian.'' 
•io  wo  a ;;roo  to  a  i  Ian,   Two  or  throe  years  Inter  a  now  man- 

-I'.vi.   ",Ve  mu3t  make  a  mana  rommit  plan.   "So  we  agree  to  a 
plan,  ,ct.  .;ct.   In  snlto  of  this  1  know  conditions  of  this 
n  i  h   Improve  l. 
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A  management  plan  of  potation,  and  fenced  pastures  plus 
Spring  development  is  now  in  use  and  more  improvement  is  forth 
coming  as  the  last  of  the  fenoes  was  completed  only  last  year 
(1979). 

I  would  like  to  propose  that  allotments,  like  this  one, 
which  has  a  management  plan  and  on  which  the  conditions  are 
improYing,  should  not  hare  to  take  a  cut  in  A.  0.  M.'s. 

Of  the  proposed  actions,  the  fencing  and  logging  of  creeds 
is  of  much  concern,  when  a  cow  is  thirsty  and  knows  where 
water  is  available,  a  fende  is  of  little  bother.   So  1  am  think- 
ing of  unnumerable  trespasses  which  are  beyond  control  of 
the  Ranchers.   This  situation  is  bound  to  cause  qute  a  lot 
of  friction  between  B.  L.  M.  and  Rancers.   Some  adjustment 
for  this  must  b'e  considered. 

The  Owyhee  grazing  distriot  is  quite  arid  and  vegetation 
is  very  dependait  on  moisture.   No  matter  what  plans  we  follow, 
without  adequate  moisture  no  improvement  can  be  made.   But  with 
adequate  moisture,  in  a  very  few  years,  withoit  plans,  much 
improvement  would  be  noted.   I  think  the  last  few  years  have 
been  below  averag*  rainfall,  so  many  of  our  plans  have  been 
of  no  consequence* 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  adequate  records  of  annual 
vegetation  to  warrant  some  of  the  conclusion  in  this  study. 
Also  the  economic  conclusions  are  not  quite  realistic,  because 
a  profit  fron  agriculture  is  circulated  in  the  local  comnunity 
nine  to  twelve  times,  so  loss  of  Income  in  livestock  causes 
loss  to  the  whole  economic  community. 

I  do  hope  that  some  of  the  plans  for  allotments  can  be 
somewhat  flexible  as  the  one  for  my  allotment  seems  somewaht 
unrealistic. 

Sincerely 


COMMENTS 

'■'•"-.  M.  °N 

.■"-':■    •  '.  .  ■  ■  ■,■   ■  , 

OWYHEE  GRAZING  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  DRAFT, 


SUBMITTED  BY : 


- '  ,  Tim  Epwry' 

V  '  .Box"  132  ►:.'  '  "/•  ;  , 
Jordan,  Valley;-, Oregon  '  , 


Tom  Collet t 


Response  to  Letter  No.  15 

15.1  See  Response  11.1. 

15.2  Hie  multiplier  used  in  this  study  was  approximately  1.4.  This 
means  for  every  dollar  generated  (or  lost)  in  the  livestock 
industry  an  additional  forty  cents  is  gained  (or  lost)  through 
the  rest  of  the  regional  economy.  Money  may  change  hands  or  turn 
over  nine  to  twelve  times,  but  this  does  not  increase  income  gains 
and  losses  by  that  nuch.  Each  time  money  changes  hands,  part  of 
it  leaks  out  of  the  regional  economy  to  pay  for  items  such  as 
materials,  supplies,  and  wages  that  are  imported  into  the  region. 
The  money  that  leaks  out  does  not  add  to  the  regional  economy.  A 
multiplier  that  exceeds  two  is  uncanrai.  In  fact,  a  report  by  the 
New  Mexico  State  University  Extension  Service  states,  *A 
multiplier  that  exceeds  two  should  be  subjected  to  critical  review 
before  acceptance  or  use  in  further  analysis." 


(£}►*?  '  ■  .♦  •  ".." 

»-•'•    -.-■'.  TNTRODUCIIOK  ,.-„•.  "  ■"■.,'  ■ 

'•*i»~u.  .  ■  ■ _^— — — — —  ■  ;-.-.■ 

,.-•  '»,  ,  .     V»-  .'     ...  v     (        |    i     '«•■_«!         "   ;,  ■'-•'     .,  \    ,.l*;ii 

*&'''•■' «.?*&  -importance-  of  proper,  and  balanced  "management- pf;    ^ 

\i'-'tti»J*rfA  -cannot  be '.understated.,    All  J.'ifejjs'-directiy  de- [,  . 

'.,  ''pendent.,  upon   the    finite  amount  of  land  thai:,  We  have  .been 

f'  gifted!  with.      For  life.,  to  continue  j-nte^the.^ture^.  wise 

!;>and.  oareful   management' -of  all  the  land,  is  .imperitive.     What. 

\  ''happens  pn- any  portion  of  -Ifre  earth.,   has  an  effect  orv  all  v 

',  ^inhabitants.     The  western'  range  lands,   which  £rielude,s  -the 

;■'   pwyheei, Impact  Statement  (E.I.S,)  Area,    play- a  very  important- 

" "pajrb ,in   the   life  .-support  system  on  this-  planet.  -  This  area 

,  has  low  precipitation  and,  cultivation  'is  , not  possible  over 

t.'.vast'. areas.      It   is  and  must   remain  predominantly, range,    '  ' 

* JThis  e&nge   land  contributes' art   important 'and   indespensibl^  .  \ 

■'ij-nV'ilj   the   red  meat  supply.-  -There   is  arso  a  very   important  •** 

^^relationship  between  grazing  of  I  ivestoek.  and  operatipn-  of- 

'/■other  industries   the  employment  opportunities  offered   by 

■these 'industries.     Many  'industrial    centers  are  maintained  ' 

^'jpre-'dominantly  by  the   livestock   industry  and   the  stahilitjj  j, 

'/•'0£.  the;  family   livestock.'  Operations'  is   refJected    in  the    ■' '  :, 

'  eommiihity  stability  and   prosperity^.       <       <  •-'     ',     i 

#ij»<;    ...:jhe   management   of  i'ihese  range'   lands   musty  continue    to  ■' 

'fce'joased,  upon,  the  mult  j  pie-use;"  concept.-  '  Any  management 


.'■'''insurer,  the   continued  use„of  the  renewable  resources  through 
'^LivaS'to'ck  grazing.  .;'       .         ,  ,     -         "       '-■•- 

v'V.;-'l  To  meet   these   objectives,    there,  should'  be  a   flexible    .'. 


'^and.  common  sense  application*  oT  management,  systems  w^th.    . 
:''io;calS/^per.Btor  input  becau£ef,'or  ^hs  variety  of  .conditions  '  • 
v'.ahd  nkeds  of  the  different 'ar'eas^  allotments,   an'd'vOperatiohs 
,.wlthin'c:the.  Owyhee  E.I  .S..;, Area.',      Only  with    flexibility,  ■'  V 
''  common   sense,,  and    local  operator  input  can    the  objectives  ',.' 
?;be '.'met"  without  el  iminating  many  of   the  family-,  operations. 


16 


*  i 


I i      ! 
:  - 


itS' widely,  recognised  {that  JN&B   in  tne''  national ''interaet 
'■\  to  preserve   the   rami  lr'fS.m*  .arid  ranches.  .,  The  blanket^ 
•application   bf  the    proposed  action  and   of  alternatives 
•'1,".'3.    **<   and   (•  as   proposed   by  , Owyhee  Action"  Committee  S 
would  .have  a  detrimental   effect,  on  the  .need   to  preserve 
w'^family operations.  -,       ;. 

">V  '  ...''•', 

PROPOgEfa   ACTION 


i  .'''•''To   provide   needed,  fleiltij  lity  of  management,    there 
BhauJd^e   a  greater  recognition   Of  the^' viabi  llty'  of  using    ^ 
a.. continuous   grazing   system.      Tberr    has  -been   adequate 
research    to  support   the  use   of  a   continuous  grazing  system     ■ 
ae-^a  part  of  an   intensive  management  ojan. 

1,  Research  in  South  Dakota  showed  that  over 
a  li-ye-ar  period  rotation  grazing,"cbmpared 
to  continuous^ grazing  gave  no  advantage   in  7 

steer  gains   or  in   range   conditions.      (Black, 
W.H.    and   V.    T.    ClarV.    Yearlong1  grazing   of 
steers  in    the  Northern   Plains.;  U.S.    DePt.  ,     . 
Aer.    C5rc.    6'+?.    19^?).   .'.,     ' 
Studies  at    the  Northern  Great   Plains   field 
station    in  North   Dakota   compared   continuous      ,,,;.,' 
grazing  with  a  three-pasture   rotation  system. 
Yearling  steers   failed   t<*  gain,. as  well-  under  ,.*,'.; '_'»;, 
rotation  grazing  as  in   continuously  grazed 
pastures.      (Sarvis,   J.T.  .^razing  invesrtiga-         _y, 
tions   on  the  Northern  Great  'Plains...:  N^U  ^j;.; 

aer.   Expt.   Sta.   Bull.    308.,  19'U  r.     ',..  -..     ,^. ' 

An   11-year  study   in  southeastern' Oregon 
involved    summer  grazing  of  beef  cows  under  .-' 

a  three-pasture   rotation.     Continuous  grazing    ^     - 
again  was    found   best    for  both   cattle  and, 
vegetation.      (Hyder,    Done!  d  N-'.  and  .*»   A.  '  ' ,   \  j 

Sawyer.      Rotation-deferred  grazing. as  ','.      ' 

Compared   to  season-long  grazing  on  sagebrush- 
bunchgrass   ranges   in   Oregon.      Jnu.fi   Jiange  Kfit» .,  ' 
*>    (1):    T-T-t.    1951).  '     ,,   ; 
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The   vcetative  allocation'  in   the    proposed   aetior    ;s 
based    or    r.n<   utilisation   levels   of  palata^e   plants,    wn'le 
alternat've   ■'(    is  based    on  60$  utilization   levels,      A  ccmp- 
arisor    of  Talbe   '*-2,    page   h-h.    Condition   Class   Summary   from 
Crazing  l,-',anagement    in    the   rroposed   Action,    and   TablP   ^-35^ 
page   <*_oo,    Cordition  Class  Summary   From  Grazing  Managereut   in 
Alternative    tth    shows  very   lit'le   difference   in  the   ?C-yet.r  _ 
.  cond; t:'n'n   class.      However,    the   adverse  affects   to   family 
operation?-   and    local    communities   is   significantly   less   in 
alternative   fih  arc   the   improvement   to  terrestrial  wildlife 
habitot  would    ho   »ery   similar   to   that    ;r    the    proposed  action. 
Due    to    the   decreased   adverse  .-iffects  or.   family   operations  and'., 
the    improvement    provided,    the   6C#  utilization   level    is   a  more    - 
balanced    figure. 

The   proposal    to   fence   6U   miles   of  stream  ard    to   construct 
log   structurer   or.   strtam   banks  will    create  as   ~- irv   problems-, 
as   it   is  designed    tr   solve.      The   proposed    fences  will    greatly 
impede   the   utilisation   of   surrounding   areas   and    create   un- 
natural   pockets    that   w'l]    he   heavily  utilize'1   and   damaged.         t 
Also,    the    problems   of  maintaininc   these    fences,    as   recognized"' 
in   the    proposal,    is    ■    serious   consideration.      now.   ca-tle 
become   entrapi-en    in   ■'heso   enclosures,    and    :'  '    will    bt   neyt 
impossible    to   prevent    it,    "cess'vf  damage  will    occur    tc    *ne 
reparian    habitat.      The   log   structures   create   the -problem 
of  leg   jams  oecuring  during   h:rh   water  and   erodin-  tre  creek 
banks  arni-'i    them.      There   will    he    places  where    the    ,iams  may 
-even   fore.-;    the   creeks   to  wist;   a   new  channel.      Ir    the   summary    i   ■• 
;of  alternative  //■•    (p.Vl),    which    does   not    include    stream   fencing,- 
-it    stater    that   wildl'fe   and    fisheries   habitat  would    improve 
and   muat-p   wildlife    copulations  wou-'d    increase.      ."inagement 
prac+:ees    thr,  I      nei-ie'-    proper  numbers   ard   dis'^but*  on    through  ' 
measurer    such   a'    saltini     on    riches  a-v-oy  from  streams   will    help. 
protect   there   areas.      Additional    improvement    could   he  attained1 
by  broadcasting  grass   reed   r-lnr.e   the  creek   banks.     Again, 
fencing  and    hi lilding   log   structures    me  rr.an&^er.ert   practices 
tha'    should    he    inrlerented    only      ''" '  r  on   site   eois'il  ti  ticn 
w;tli    ■:■  <  r      in    "  '•    prop'-ed    jr-ras. 
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.'£?    Eight  years   of  data"'frorfi  the  Southern 'Great' 
Plains   showed "no  benefit   in  steer  gains   from 
rotation  grazing,   and   range   improyement  was    ,, 
so  slight  as  not  to", Justify  the-^ost  and- labor 
of  rotation  grazing.      (Mcllvain,   E.H. .   and-  .     . 
..  D. A.    Savage.    Eight  year  comparisons  of  oort-,       , 
.-tinuius  and  rotational  graiing  on  the.  Southern 
Plains  Experimental   hanpe.      Jour.  Kange  Mgt.; 
K    (1):    U2-47,    19510*  .  '-.   '•    ■  • 

5.  Two   rotation  svstems  were   compared    to_ con- 
tinuous prazing   on   ranges    in  North  Carolina 
and    again  no  advantages  were   f ounri . to  either 
cat'le   or  range.      (Biswell ,    H.    H. ,    and   J.E. 
Po-*er.      Is   rotational    prazing   on  native 
range   practical?     N .   C   -er.   Exnt.   Sta.   Bull, 
-i^n.   igi»7). 

6.  .c:-udjes   on   short-pras-    rarpes   of  nlberta 
inv.'vH   i   7-month  graring   season   concluded 
t.'i-]-1    conservative   continuous  grazing  was   the 
mo-»    pr;,c'ieal.      (Hultird,    Wi'liam/i.    Rota- 
.;„..,]    e-arinr   stud'-,-    in  Western    "anada. 

fair,    hrr  W.,    "    (1):    ?.S-?<*.    1951). 

tn   <he   hh-v   na-^e  Manar.-mee  •  ,    ?nd   edition,    by  Laurence 
A.    Storidart.    Professor  ar  !    Heid    of   the   Dept.    of  Hange  I'.anage- 
nent  at  Utah   Sf'te  Agricultural    Crlleee,    and   Arthur  D.    Smith, 
Associate  Professor  of  Range  Management  at  Utah  State  Arri- 
cultural    Co'lere,    .^s-oeijt.e   Pro.iect  Leader,    Federal   Aid 
•Utah  State   P1ch   and  Game   Dept.,    it   is  stated   that   "There 
i*   some   ,ir,,i  1,1    th  it.    the   diff,cu1tv    involved    in    followinf 
soecial    .-/•cm-    o"  grazing   is   justified   on  open   range;"    (p. 3^1), 
and  that  "Although  most  ranpo  experiments  fail   to  show 
advantage:    to  rotation  grazing,    many   pasture   exnerimentr 
and   html d-c1« mate    experiments  h"vo   spo»n   dist'mct  a-ivynt- 
ager."    'n.    11). 

The   pr:,7irp   -voter    that  would    be   most    eracticle, 
neneeabie  and   enn-i stent   with    long   term   ranee   peals   for  each 
aijr.tiwt.  -ho.ji.i  b<    ce'ernined  w'th  eonsultat'on  ..ni   imj  it 
'r0-   -he  •         '.      "hat  will    work    ror  ore 

may  h'  c.:-,'-r'-i    in  mother  allotment. 


ict- 


?hr   ].os"  uf  ?1    of  the    operatine    families   »s   predicted 
hv   the    -  -    .-'  >or      -    a   rituat'c-    thai    shoJld    -ot   be 

a1lc,''e,i    -       -    ve1    -■,  .      Ti    -,-oulo    ?'■>;?<:*   narmfyl    c^r        •  erces    to 
the   ]cc    1    c   -tim;  'ty,      t!:i    ;-rea    is   a  whole,    ird    :o   +hp   nation. 
It    is   *  r  ;ted    or    page   /l-'.'    in    the   summary   that   the    ranchers 
receiving   rm    increase    in  AUWs  would   have   more   confidence  and 
positive    feelings   toward   government  activities  and   decisions. 
1   believe    that   this    is  an   erroneous  assumption.      There  will 
lie  a   h-.rJer,inp  of  anti -government  attitudes  and   feelings  of 
helnlesrresf    when   dealing  with    the   povernment  when  we   see   our 
friends  ind   ne:rhbors   he J "r,   forced    out    of  busines".      "his 
DO--rt,.   eut    iho   ne.o    'on    flex'olllty    »nd    common    ser    <•    in  design-    i 
inp   and    imr1  <*•>.•  rt5r.;    ■"anapement    plans    in   orCer  tc   r<»*    'rportart 
arid    ,,<»    '    r     ■,-■■      -,     i-    ---c      H.1.I    ■  ••     ■   -ve    tue  are'i '  ■>    :    mily 
oppr  >'  orp. 

a  I  th;,;.  w  I  VE-'a" 


Th-  \-.r  ■■ 

rorom  'ill':    »r -*i 

- '.    .     'n    habit  i 

.     I.I 

-ntectii 


I        ■;..'.'     would     ho    0  is         f  !  i    -•- 

;-,e:  t  ior    hi  i    vhju"   in   improv   r  f    '  "     I  ■      nd 
",,,.         .    ,      .        .i     -,   page   ''-'    .    "■-' oddart 

e-     'then         ■  •'     i'      '     '  ces     in    v  n      -n     '      I    ll 

n  ,    I  roi  -•   ck  h  to  :  esult 

(,    •>,,    •,■■••,  i    revival  '.    <    ■■     >  r.ition,    j.-r-.ir.  t-'  ■■   boca 

Qr   t.  ,■  -    - ■-''     I-'   or    ;'     lidir*    reproduction.'"  Aisc, 

1n   [..p-H,    r  ,  .-,.    i.hat   wis   in  i  ■  'zed    for   1  r.   v.    irn   »*!       howr. 
,,  .,     !»-■-    •>,.     romrjaralle  prared   rar  i  •  ■      >■■>•<'■■■,   J.E., 

ond    t  .».    «  f'1,    V.eiect.l        '     I eaturRl     ' h    ,-t 

If, ,.....,,,     I,    1 1  III  '  ■•  ■  ' ■ '    I     I  '   '■  '  '  '     '    '■' .   Bot- 

G :»  ■-  .  .      1  '  •       '   -    ',      "''''. 

r, ,•    ■  ..       ,1 rfecti  '■  '  '    '<        >  '  r;t-    ti  •• 

^-|,rr,.     ,-.,.    1/1  I     ,,-oviil,-,     il     sh  i  ■    >•     v.'    en--,  e-ed. 

nlTrr-MT.'':    /'? 


l(c.S\ 


|.,      I  -.      ,..,   -       '•--"■    ,      the 

or    i  h<     i    ii '  ■     '  -   din- ■ 


'vestock 

role    tn..'. 
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the   government    clayed    should   also  be    ircluded   to   present   a 
balarcfd    nirture   of  thp    forces   contributing    to, ranee   decline. 
The    i-olo    played    by    the   pnverraiient.  is  recognized   by   Stoddard 
and   Smith    !n   their  book   Kangi    Management.    2nd   edition. 
""'       '      luri  '■  vernrert    to   determine    ,nri 

"'  "ifv   proper   land   use   in  the  west  has  resulted 
ir    the    Plowing   of   thousands   of  acres   of  lano   i:n- 
su  'table    in   cultivation.      Alrost   every  western   state 
has    \r    its   cf   plowed   land   now  abondoned    and    virtually 

ptroyed    for  rrazirg.      The    federal    government    is 
nnt    ulon  ble    for  these    improper   lard    policies; 

■id    county  government    likewise  made  many 
serinu-    errors    ir  .administration   and   taxat;nr"(    p. 11). 
""'"  ;  t   ef  this   general    lac1'    of  supervision    -»f 

1  -         ins  an    inter  •■♦ ;  t  i  on   to   secure 

!'     Possible    fror'    the    lands.      Since   one 

1    h     h    rigot    on    the   area  as   ar  other, 

I     •■  inp    tr   prevent  him   from   placing   stock 

f*e,    ever    though    it  might  already   be    supporting 

all    the   animals    the    forage    justified."    (p.    1ft-) 
"''       '    ■       laws     il    o   contributed    to    range   deteriorat    >n, 
pf  grazing   land    that   a   person   . 
ly   was   insufficient   to  care   for 
ol     ■    si    '        i   support  a    family.      This  encour- 

•  e   and   made  necer-ary 

if   i  jlil  i  c   ranges    in   the   vicin;ty."    (p.ift) 
.    which  resulter'    in   the   major  damage 
to   the    range,    were    not    corrected    until    passage   of   the   'tayl  or 
Crazing  Act    in   ]o?.ft  which  was   supported   and   encouraged   by 
res Don:  [;!•     in    the   livestock   industry.      The    large 

men  have   recopr.'^ed    the  need    for  good 
ranges  and   have     .ctively  worked    towards, 
improv4'  progre;       ha:     been   made,    is    show 

ohsorva:      r       ii  ipter        of    thi      traft. 

'  ershed    r:ono i  i 'ens   on   the 
Lhi      •! 1  ot.ment-   analyzed   appear  to 
.      -      . 

at--    (fawn/d        ratios  ani 


fc.L 


ano   the   construction  of  log  structures  along  the   creeks   should 
he  deleted.      Th«    reasons   <~or  Doth   of  the?p   su»egestions   ,rfi 

d-scus-ed    in    the    comment-   on    the    proposed   action. 

"gain,    there   would   rem    to    be   a"n.e*ibnity    of  manage.- 
ment    nlans  and   grazing   systems    in   order  to  meet    the    range   feoals 
and   prevent   the   projected   loss   of  111    family   operations. 

ALTERNATIVE  ffc, 


This  alternative  needs  to  contain  multiple  ,; 
features  and  fo-a<re  allocation  Based  or  k  60f:  uti] 
Tt   should   also   allocate   forage   for  wildlife. 


e    les'gr, 
ization    level, 


AIT  V,\  A"_1VE  £6 

.     t    >  Alternative  number  n,     ls  proposed  by  the  Owyhee  Action 
Committee,    shculd   not   he    considered     is  writl  m.      There   are 
83   operators   in   the   resource  area,    however,    the   alternative 
would    be   apnli,  ible    to   only   a    :  ma]  1    percent   of  thesi    operators.. 

It    is    far   tor,    , ,„    in    it.s    ..,..-,re.      Tt    eonta1ns    )anRuage 

wr.ich  would   lend   credence    to   the   idea   of  government   management 
of    rrivate    lands.      Sven   though    this   is   proposed    to    U    a 
voluntary   inclusion   of   private   lands   in   the,  nan. cement   plans, 
it   should   not   he    included    in    -he   alternative's    language.:    If 
ar    individual    operator  wishes    lo   include   his    private    land 
^that    is   his   <Yeedom    to  do   so,    but    M    sets   n   dangerous     .recedent 
for  this   practice   to   he  officially   recognized  and   encouraged. 
Too  manv  of  the  management   plans  arr   re'lated    to  only  a    r    . 

operations.     Ar   ,  ■  :.     Ln      proposal ,   also    included    in    the 

propose.:   action,    to  move   to    the  nex*    scheduled    field   when 
the   utilization    in   the   existing    field    i-   reached.      Vh    I     ray 
work   when   the  next   scheduled    field    ■  ••    just   across   the   fence, 
but  whf-r    the  next   scheduled    Held    i«';,1    a   higher  elcv..  I  icr  ;  it 

''      '       rresppnsibli     I      r, ,    :,     it    before    it,   is   ready.      Dr.es 

this  mean   that    the   opei  it.irs    faced   with   this   situatior    have 
to   brine    the    cattle    bad    l>om<    ur.t'3     thi     next    field    is    -e^dy? 
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^s    ir    the   harvest),    h 
•>       •        e    trend   counts   indicates 
'      ■    -,  ■  t,   ,|,  f  .  ,     Increasing, H    (p.   3-1 C) 

populati on  [Bighorn  Sheep]  has   increased  ard 

expanded    into   the  H..J.S.   *rea .      cwe-lamb 

ratios   have   been   consiptenly  good;    generally 
exceeding   oO   lambs    per  110  ewes."    (p.    3-1?) 
"Based    upon   strutting  ground    counts,    populations 
rsaro  Grnus/1  seem   to  bp   ir  n    the 

western    portion   of   the  area   and    remaining   statue 
'n    4he   eastern    portion."    (p.    3-13) 

hould    be    recognized    the    renditions  and    confu-icr 
that   existed    before    passage    i  '    the   Taylor  Grazing  Act    in   l«3ft 
were    the   majn-   factors    ir    the   deterioration   of  the    r< 
especially  the  da mag.     inflicted   by  transient 

livest  .  r     .      Even   though    improving   rang'      :oi       *    ons 

takes    time      id    there    is   prcrresr    yet    to   be   made,    the    per" 
stable,     ii  LbJe    livesl    r-k   operators   hive  made   .•■ 

progre;  improving    i  nations.     There   improved 

conditions   have    benefited   all    the    varied    interests    -rrd   users' 
of    the    publ  i  -    '   ■• 

itive    is  adopted,    project   development 
art    1    •  tments    should   be    included.      This  would    result 

r    additional    forage  and   habitat    improvenent . 

MTERNATIVE   />3 

The  ]oi  •   •         '-airr  expected   from  "his  alternative 
I  not  off -so      '  ii    long   term  disru   tlor    that    it  woul-i   cause. 

AIT:'fN'.T  'VP-    HI' 

■ .     |  i,ernative,   the   stockifi  -    rate   !  i3ed   on  60J! 

,tiii      ■      r      eve's   represents       more   balanced   approach  and    is 
more  ■    with   the   goals   of  both  mprovement   and 

tee   ■•  preserve    the    famj]y    rann    s.      There   should    be  a 

I    ■  ..   i  ■    *        use   '■'     ■    continuous   tin     ing   system 


Thi-  alternative   contains    too  m^ny   problems  ar  !   i       toi 
narrow   to   he   considered   as   it.   is   presently  written,     l4o?i 
of  the  com-' r  '      ,.      the   proposed   actio'    apoly    ti     ilternative 

MARY 


Any   management    plan   that    is    finally  developed   must    be 
flexible   enough   ard    broad   enough    in    it-    scope   to   arcomec.:  -.     ^ 
different   operations,    problems   ard    s:rujtirns    that    exist    ir 
the  Owyhee   E.T.S.    Area.      To   provide    the   needed    flexibi]    r 
and   breadth,    the    plan    that  will    be    'dopted    should    contair    th( 
fol lowing   point; . 

1.      Pe:  i  r'nt-d    on    the   multiple  'usi     concept. 

?.      6o<   utilization   level    of  grazing. 

3.      ,;'''   iter  use   of  continuous  grazing   system. 

h.     No   stream  bark    fencing   or  log  str  ctu:       . 

ro'     "     fi  r   project   development   and    I  md    treatment:  . 

f ,      .-ilow    my   needed   livestock    reductions   to   be   taken    ir 
volunt    ry  non-use. 

Kort   of   these   point      have     eer   discussed    previously. 
Since   there   are    public    lands,    1         i  liltjple   usf    eonce    t   must 
be  maintained.      )r    the   Comparat:  r.    Analysis   o'    i'mpacts   en 
Page   ?-?fl   in  alternntive   Uk   it  stall       "''•?<   use    leveis,    ».   ;]d 
result,    ir   vegetative    u:d   wildlife   habitat    condil    on    improvemort, 
but  at   rates   nlowe;    than   tho.-r    described    for    '   "   proposed 
action  ard   alternative  ."l."      Improvements    oil!        r-ur  v'n  a 
60^i  utilization   level    and   aoverse   effects  v,,;ii    be    iess    i    u 
in    Thr    proposed    action  and   alternatives   #3  ^^   '■ '  •      u'tiliz.    n 
levels   should    I   -    the   name    for    intensively   ard    l<-   s    intensively 
managed    allotments.      The    justifieatioi     for    including  great': 
use   of   continue":;   grazine    system-  h?.s   been   expressed   previc  isly. 
The   problem-.         :o(      itod    »ith    stream   bunks   can    he   m.-'naied   »<  th 
less   long   term  damrg.e   ai  :    problr"s    'brough   mansigempnt   practices, 
other  than   fencing   and    iron;  trurting    lo:    structures,      because 
of  the   increased    forage   and   h;  bitat    improvement    that  would 
b.     provided,    project   development    and    land    *    eatments   she  r      be 
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inr-luderi.      By"  allowing   any  needed    reductions    tc    he    taker 
ir  voluntary  non-use,    th«   ijicjvidu-*]    operator  vill    hav 
gT*>ritpr   flexabdl? ty   +o   ftcononuca]  l,v   maVe    i  mproveTientF, 

If   f-lpxihil  ;  tv,    halaTe,    ar-'    ■jrv1<*rs1'anl Jnp    is    rrfl'-'ptrc 
in   the   f  5  rial   environmental    impacl    s1  *tcmert,  'the    futuro   of 
the    important   and    v'tal    ]  : vestod     fTra?*ing    inn'.-ptry    irj    -'  a 
health   =md   vitality   of   *he    "n^^nnirr1    c^   the  Owyhf-o    Reso    -ce 
Arpa   can  "be   main+.'l?np;di      Because   th<^    B.l.M.    and    +he    livestock 
inriu^try   both   corti  ir,   penr'  p   w ;  th    know? edee   ^nri    good    p  11 2  , 
I  believe   that   tr> ■'  ••     ia]    can  be   reached • 


TED  TRUEBLOOD 
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June  6,   1980 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Owyhee  Grazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
230  Collins  Road, 
Boise,  ID  83702 


Gentlemen: 


I  have  studied  the  Draft  Owyhee  Grazing  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement,  including  the  proposal  and  the  five 
alternatives.   I  have  also  studied  the  sixth  alternative, 
proposed  by  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Action  Committee. 

While  I  am  heartily  in  accord  with  the  goals  of  the  proposed 
action,  I  am  disturbed  by  the  economic  impact  on  some  of  the 
ranchers.  (Pg.  4-51:  "At  least  21  permittees  would  have 
difficulty  remaining  in  business.")  I  believe  every  effort 
should  be  made  to  avoid  bringing  disaster  upon  these  people. 
If  it  takes  longer  to  restore  the  range  to  good  condition  by 
doing  so,  then  I  think  we  should  move  more  slowly. 

I  am  displeased  by  the  fact  that  more  AUMs  will  be  allocated 
to  wild  horses  than  to  game.   (Pg.  2-2.) 

While  I  realize  that  the  BLM  is  required  by  law  to  evaluate 
and  protect  possible  wilderness  areas,  I  would  not  like  to 
see  any  designated  wilderness  in  Owyhee  County. 

Restricting  off-road  vehicle  use  on  spring  range  (Pg.  2-2, 
No.  11.)  is  desirable,  but  I  think  it  should  also  be  held  to 
established  ORV  areas  and  confined  to  existing  roads  otherwise. 
During  the  spring  thaw  when  many  roads  are  "bottomless," 
travel  should  be  on  improved  roads  only  except  in  emergency. 

Last,  in  preparing  the  Final  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  I  think  careful  consideration  should  be  given  to 
Alternative  No.  6,  proposed  by  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Action 
Committee.   I  have  worked  with  seme  of  its  members  for  many 
years  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  range  for  the  benefit  of 
livestock,  game,  fish — and  people.   We  mutually  agree  that 
what  is  good  for  the  land  is  good  for  everybody,  and  this 
alternative  was  prepared  by  dedicated  men  with  long  personal 
experience. 


cc:  Leon  Church 


Response  to  Letter  No     16 

16.1  The  literature  citations  included  as  support  for  consideration  of 
continuous  grazing  systems  were  reviewed.     With  the  exception  of 
the  study  conducted  in  southeastern  Oregon  in  1951,  all  the 
studies  cited  were  conducted  in  other  geographic  areas  or  in  areas 
having  different  vegetative  and  climate  characteristics  than  the 
EIS  area.     Since  the  1951  study,  numerous  studies  have  been 
conducted  that  indicate  the  quickest  and  most  effective  means  of 
improving  range  conditions  and  increasing  livestock  production  is 
through  the  implementation  of  grazing  systems.     Hickey  (undated) 
in  reviewing  over  100  articles  on  grazing  management,   including 
your  literature  citations,  reached  the  same  conclusions.     Since 
Alternative  2,  No  Action,  assesses  impacts  of  existing  continuous 
grazing  systems,  additional  proposals  for  this  system  are  not 
assessed . 

16.2  The  riparian  fencing  described  on  pages  2-8  and  2-9  of  the  Draft 
EIS  includes  water  gaps  for  livestock  and  variable  distance 
betvreen  the  water  and  the  fence.     This  permits  fence  location  and 
design  to  avoid  creation  of  unnatural  pockets  and  entrapment  of 
cattle. 

16.3  Ihe  problem  of  log  jams  is  not  anticipated  from  log  structure 
placement  in  Qrfyhee  streams.  When  properly  installed,  the  log 
structures  have  proved  successful  in  eastern  Oregon,  with  only 
three  percent  failing.  Ibis  failure  resulted  from  placing  log 
structures  along  a  stream  meander.  Log  structures  would  not  be 
placed  along  stream  meanders  in  the  Owyhee  streams. 

16.4  This  assumption  has  been  deleted.     See  the  text  change  section. 

16.5  We  recognize  range  deterioration  is  a  product  of  many  factors. 
Based  en  vegetation  inventory  and  the  known  history  of  the  Owyhee 
area,  we  believe  the  statement  that  heavy  stocking  and  long 
seasons-of-use  by  livestock  year  after  year  have  boen  major 
factors  in  the  deterioration  of  the  range  is  accurate,     we  do  not 
imply  that  livestock  use  is  the  enly  factor. 

16.6  It  is  possible  an  operator  would  reach  the  specified  utilization 
level  in  one  pasture  before  the  scheduled  date  to  move  into  the 
next  pasture.  In  this  event,  he  would  move  his  livestock  into  the 
next  pasture  ahead  of  schedule.  In  subsequent  years,  livestock 
nutters  would  be  adjusted  to  conform  to  the  scheduled  dates  for 
moving  frcm  one  pasture  to  the  next. 
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THIRD  DISTRICT 

IDAHO   WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 


AfflfloMtf  wJrh   th*  Notional   Wildlil,   F*rfa,otJo» 

Counties:  Washington,  Valley,    Payette,    Gem, 
Ada,    Owyhee,    Boise,    Adams,   and  Elm 
700  E.   Fairview  Ave.   Sp  68 
Meridian,   ID  83#+2 


Canyon 


Boise  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
230  Collins  Rd. 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 

Dear  Sirs: 

The  Third  District,  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  and  the  Idahoans  for  Public 
Lands  jointly  submit  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Owyhee  Grazing 
Enviromental  Impact  Statement  Draft.  The  EIS  is  a  substantial  document  con- 
taining a  great  array  of  data  of  significance  to  the  public  and  considerable 
impact  on  the  future  management  of  the  public  rangeland.  With  this  in  mind  we 
offer  these  comments  and  recommendations. 

We  recommend  a  blend  of  Alternative  3  and  the  Proposed  Action  as  the  means 
of  fulfilling  the  policy  stated  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976(FLPMA). 

la  General  comments  relating  to  the  purpose  and  goals  of  the  EIS. 

a.  Chapter  1,  page  1-1,  emphasis  is  placed  on  management  of  live- 
but  deals  lightly  with  wildlife  values  and  needs.  ThiB  we  feel  is  not  consis- 
tent with  paragraphs  (a)(8),  Section  102  FLPMA. 

b.  Page  2-1,  Chapter  2,  under  objectives,  item  2.  Thie  state- 
ment implies  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management(BLM)  has  a  mandate  to  produce 
forage  for  livestock.  Section  102,  para,  (a)(8)  and  Section  103,  para,  (c)  FLPMA 
does  not  indicate  such  a  policy.  We  feel  that  FLPMA  policy  directs  management 
that  will  provide  for  the  needs  of  all  users  of  the  public  rangeland,  therefore 
forage  would  be  allocated  on  that  basis. 

c.  Page  2-4,  additional  forage,  Item  1,  this  is  also  not  consis- 
tent with  the  intent  of  FLPMA,  Sections  102  and  103.  We  recognize  the  import- 
ance of  the  Increased  forage,  but  question  whether  the  Increased  forage,  if 
achieved,  should  automatically  go  to  livestock.  We  recommend  a  Joint  review  by 
all  concerned  publico  prior  to  allocation  of  any  incroased  forage.   The  possible 
and  perhaps  desired  expansion  of  game  populations  should  have  equal  consider- 
ation with  livestock  operators  preference.  To  do  otherwise  would  ignore  FLPMA 
policy. 


.,.,...  I  ,  ,,..,  1  I  !  ■■  . 


d.  The  ability  of  the  Bureau  to  carry  out  the  proposed  action  Is 
Since  there  are  many  competing  demands  withing  the  Bureau 
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and   the  Department  of  Interior  it  is  unlikely  many  of   the  District's  projects 
would   be  fully  or  adequately   funded.      Given  the  Bureau's  and  Interior's   fund- 
ing procedures  and   policy  it  is  doubtful  all   projects,   developments,    etc., 
would   be  weighed  equally.     Whatever  adjustments  are  made  will   correspondingly 
affect  the  proposed  action.      The  likely  result  would  be   the  ommission  of   projects 
that  benefit  uses  other  than   the  traditional   livestock   use.      This  cnupl^a  with 
current  hiring  and   staffing  policies  casts  doubt  on   the   implementation  of   the 
proposed  action.      There  is  also   the  reluctance  of  Congress   to  anprc-Driate  suff- 
icient funds  to  achieve  the  proposal.      Another  abstacie   is   the  Senators  sup- 
porting livestock    interests  have  imposed  a   limit  on  the  reduction  of   livestock 
grazing  to  no  more   than   1C-S6.      Anything  over  1 0#  is  voluntary  and    that  action  is 
the  exception  rather  than   the  rule.     This  comment  also  applies   to  pa^e  *+-! , 
i  terns  5  and  6. 

2.     Wildlife  conflicts.   Table  ^-8,   4-9,   and  '*-10,    intensive  management, 
allotments  with  an  asterick  are  to  be  reduced  one  condition  class   because  of 
Tall  livestock  grazing  on  mule  deer  winter  ranee  is   not  an  acceptable  condition. 
We   rerommend   removal    of  livestock   nrior  to  September  1.     This   recommendation  also 
applies   to  allotments  51 C,    544,    576,    591,    596  and  598. 

Table  4-0,    intensive  manaeement,    allotments  517,    535,    532,   553,   557, 
571,    572;    the  competetion  between  antelope  and   livestock   can  be   reduced   oy 
cutting  the  livestock   numbers  and   season  or  use, 

c.  Pare  4-25,   Sa-re  Grouse  and' Table  4-10,    every  effort  must   be   mad" 
to   protect  meadows  and    rinarian  habitats.      Also,    the  season   lor-   •jra.MTW   (systems 
in  sa^e  grouse  habitats  must  be  changed.      In  any  case,    either  situation   is   tne 
least  riesireable  and   must  be  corrected   by   equitable  adjustments   in   the  grazing 
systems. 

d.  In   tables  4-8,    '*-?,   4-1  o  management  with   private  lands,    the  state- 
ment   tha*   scattered  public  lands  would  b<->  generally  controlled  or  managed    by 
private   land   holders   is  an  unacceptable  situation.     We  recommend  establishing 

ioi    e  cat  We  a,-r»  monts,    isolated  wildlife  tracts  or  land  exchanges  that  would 
consolid.it"  wildlife  habi  tats.     To  simply  write   off  wildlife  habitat    ^cau:r   H 
is  isolated  by  p<-:v-(*c  "'and    i-   taking   the  easy  way  out   r>r  qr  unpopular  ":t'iation. 

p.  Pv-o  n-?j,  Bighorn  Sheep,  the  i»t-nUi1  fnr  iier-oasi-v  the  dist- 
ribution and/or  population  exists,  however,  no  f'orare  allocation  has  been  mad'* 
In  accomplish  this,     We  pecommend  forage  allocations   r<->r   the  bighorn  nheep  so 

this   action    can    tat"-"    nVtr«, 


3.     n^neral  Comment? 


t.he    propOS^    ,^'inn, 


a.  Pa"1"  ^-1,  Anr.umption  and  Analysts  suited  he»r-  -  rr-  "y'.r-   Jn  the  sky" 
nts.  They  do  not  lake  into  account  the  virioun  influencer  ~--   demands 

■  ■-  l  plan  .   ■- .,-  '■!.-'■  f,'  the  pre*srni  and  future  political 
-■  mic  conditions  wil   *;re  1    t\    ui  '  the  realisation  or  the   i  uantion 


Response  to  Letter  No.  18 


Letter  number  18  contains  several  observations  that  do  not  deal 
with  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  therefore  are  not  responded 
to  individually.  The  statements  suggesting  changes  in  the 
proposed  action  or  altemtives  have  been  considered  in  the 
formulation  of  Alternative  7,  one  of  two  new  alternatives  analyzed 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  for  details  of  the  evolution  of  the  two  new 
alternatives. 

The  BLM  would  comply  with  Public  Law  95-514  in  all  respects, 
including  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coordination  in  the 
development  of  allotment  management  plans.  Individuals  or  groups 
requesting  to  be  involved  in  specific  projects  or  allotment 
management  plans  would  be  contacted  during  preparation  of  the 
draft  environmental  analysis. 

The  assumption  that  the  total  acreage  identified  for  land 
treatment  would  be  completed  is  made  to  identify  the  maximum 
impact  that  could  occur  from  such  treatment.   It  is  still  true, 
however,  that  site-specific  proposals  would  be  analyzed  and 
constrained  to  protect  the  resource  values  on  a  given  site. 

Because  we  have  not  identified  the  exact  boundaries  of  the  areas 
to  be  treated,  we  addressed  expected  general  behavior.  Appendix 
H,  under  "Sediment  Yield,"  deals  with  the  sediment  delivery 
ratios.  Generally,  long-term  soil  erosion  rates  would  be  larger 
than  the  actual  sediment  yield  because  much  of  the  sediment  would 
be  redeposited  downslope.  However,  much  of  the  long-term  soil 
movement  would  find  its  way  into  drainage  systems  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis  or  more  rapidly  following  an  abnormally  high  rainstorm 
or  season. 

Refer  to  pages  2-13  and  2-14  of  the  Draft  EIS  for  restrictive 
measures  to  be  employed  on  proposed  vegetative  treatments 
involving  chemicals.  Time  of  use  and  rate  of  application  would  be 
determined  on  a  site-specific  basis.  Based  on  standard  operating 
procedures  and  manual  restrictions  to  be  followed  and  adhered  to, 
no  adverse  impact  to  wildlife  is  predicted. 

The  BLM  strives  to  write  FJSs  that  are  understandable.  When 
specific  comments  are  received  that  identify  confusing  passages  or 
sections,  we  rewrite  them  for  clarity.  We  did  not  receive  such 
specific  comments  on  the  Owyhee  Draft  EIS. 
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D.   Dean  Bibles 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Owyhee  Grazing  EIS,  Boise  District  Office 

230  Collins  Road 

Boise,   Idaho     83702 

Dear  Mr.   Bibles: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  completed  its  review  of  the 
Owyhee  Grazing  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   You  and  the 
preparers  are  to  be  commended  on  the  excellent  effort  and  overall 
quality  of  the  statement.  We  are  especially  pleased  with  the  effort 
to  quantify  impacts  where  appropriate,  the  detail  of  discussion  of 
environmental  consequences,  the  commitment  to  monitoring  of  range 
condition  and  periodic  reevaluation  of  the  grazing  plan,  the  excellent 
use  of  maps,  and  the  objectivity  of  the  presentation.  The  following 
comments  may  be  helpful  in  preparing  the  final  statement. 

Due  to  the  poor  condition  of  the  range,  water  quality,  fisheries,  and 
riparian  zones,  we  agree  with  and  support  implementation  of  the  proposed 
action.  We  believe  that  if  present  conditions  and  deterioration  are 
allowed  to  continue,  resource  depletion  and  economic  displacement 
would  be  deferred  but  would  eventually  be  much  worse,  creating  an 
unacceptable  situation.  We  support  your  long-term  approach  to  resource 
planning  and  management  and  believe  that  correction  of  the  current 
situation  is  the  most  desirable  management  direction. 

RESERVOIRS 


The  installation  of  90  reservoirs  can  serve  as  an  effective  means  of 
ta       I  storini3  water  for  late  summer  use.  It  is  not  clear  from  the  statement 
/  i ■  I       where  these  reservoirs  will  be  constructed  in  relation  to  the  streams. 
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If  the  main  streams  are  dammed,  siltation  may  fill  the  reservoirs 
within  the  foreseeable  future.  EPA  recommends  a  system  designed  to 
divert  the  water  to  either  a  nearby  natural  basin  or  an  adjacent 
drainage  which  has  been  dammed.  The  water  flow  to  the  reservoir  can 
then  be  controlled,  erosion  rates  would  not  increase  significantly, 
the  potential  for  washouts  would  be  reduced,  spillways  may  not  be 
necessary,  and  storage  capacity  can  be  maintained. 

CHEMICAL  TREATMENT 

The  DEIS  does  not  state  which  herbicides  will  be  used  to  control 
competing  vegetation.  The  herbicides  which  are  planned  for  use 
should  be  explicitly  stated.  Mitigation  measures  such  as  adherence 
to  label  restriction,  buffer  strips  established  around  all  streams 
and  reservoirs,  and  public  notification  indicating  the  time  and 
location  of  spraying  should  be  included. 

MONITORING  OF  WATER  QUALITY 

Monitoring  of  range  condition  is  an  important  program  and  we  believe 
that  monitoring  should  also  be  vigorously  employed  in  relation  to 
water  quality.  For  example,  this  is  especially  important  as  it  can 
provide  feedback  as  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  log  structures. 
Monitoring  can  also  detect  drift  of  herbicides  into  streams.  Additional 
information  on  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitat  monitoring  should 
be  included  in  the  environmental  statement,  including  parameters  to 
be  measured,  frequency  of  sampling,  and  how  the  information  will  be 
used. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  rated  this  draft  statement 
LO-1  (LO  -  Lack  of  Objections;  1  -  Adequate  Information).  This 
rating  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  accordance  with 
our  responsibility  to  inform  the  public  of  our  views  on  proposed 
Federal  actions  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  environmental  statement. 
If  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  discuss  these  comments, 
please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  Scott  Berg  of  my  staff  at  (206) 
442-1285  or  (FTS)  399-1285. 


Sincerely, 

Roger  K.  Mochnick,  Acting  Chief 
Environmental  Evaluation  Branch 
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This  written  testimony  is  designed  for  several  purposes:  No.  1, 
Further  comment  on  the  EIS  Draft,  Wo. 2.  As  an  addition  to  my  oral  test- 
imony delivered  at  Harsing,  Idaho,  Play  29th,  and  No.  3.  to  protest 
Alternative  6.  as  written  by  the  Qwyhee  Action  Committee. 

Stream  Bank  Fencing:  As  in  my  oral  testimony,  fencing  the  stream 
banks  and  the  log  structures  would  not  solve  the  problem,  just  create 
another  and  maybe  a  worse  one.  IF  there  is  a  problem  in  a  certain  portion 
of  a  creek,  it  wouldn't  be  any  great  distance,  it  could  be  taken  care 
of  by  seeding  a  good  'sodding'  grass  such  as  Canary  Reeds  Grass,  and 
by  salting  on  the  ridges  to  encourage  the  cattle  away  from  the  creeks, 
and  by  buckarooing,  which  are  all  good  management  practices.   Fencing 
pastures  as  suggested  by  O.Y.E. Action  Committee  would  be  the  worst  thing 
you  could  do.  A  lot  of  cattle  in  a  small  pasture  at  the  time  when  you 
would  be  ahle  to  use  it  would  do  a  lot  more  trampling  than  if  left  un- 
fenced.  One  thing  to  be  considered,  when  these  cattle  are  fenced  away 
from  the  creeks  tt  2y  hgve  to  go  somewhere  else  for  water,  maybe  causing 
a  different  problem.  Another  thing  to  consider,  any  fence  has  to  be  main- 
tained regularly,  if  they  are  not  they  would  pose  just  another  threat 
to  wildlife  and  livestock. 

The  type  of  Spring  ue  have  at  the  time  the  sage^rouse,  chukar,  quail, 
etc.  are  hatching  determines  in  Dart  their  uopulation  numbers.  A  cold 
snow  or  hail  at  the  time  they  are  coming  off  the  nest  can  wipe  out  the 
entire  hatch  or  any  part  of  it. 

If  the  cattle  and  sheep  industry  were  destroyed  and  the  base  properties 
were  converted  to  different  uses,  wildlife  as  we  know  it  would  be  all  but 
eliminated. 

I  just  cannot  support  the  Alternative  6.  that  was  prepared  by  the 
O.IjJ.Y.  Action  Committee  until  there  are  several  changes  made  in  it. 
Generally  speaking  there  is  no  flexibility  in  it.  It  is  a  narrow  docu- 
ment designed  to  fit  one  operation,  and  without  flexibility  it  won't  work 
for  the  entire  resource  area.  One  of  the  areas  that  demands  flexibility 
is  turn  out  dates.  You  h^vc  to  maintain  the  proper  balance  between  base 
property  and  the  Fednral  Range;  one  can't  be  depleted  at  the  expense  of 
the  other.  This  Alterative  is  proposing  some  things  the  E.I.S.  Draft 
doesn't  ask  for.  It  is  proposing  cuts  that  might  not  be  covered  in  the 
flc'Clure  Amendment. 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  19 

19.1  The  proposal  is  not  to  dam  main  streams,  but  to  dam  ephemeral 
drainages  to  impound  spring  runoff.     See  page  2-10  of  the  Draft 
BIS. 

19.2  Ihe  herbicides  proposed  for  controlling  competing  vegetation  and 
the  mitigation  measures  to  be  applied  are  described  on  pages  2-13 
through  2-17  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

19.3  Ihe  water  quality  and  fisheries  habitat  elements  that  were 
measured  during  the  stream  inventory   (Appendix  K)  would  be 
continued.     Streams  with  high  grazing  conflicts  and  which  have 
specific  management  actions  related  to  attainment  of  fisheries 
habitat  objectives  would  receive  monitoring  priority.     Grazing  use 
would  be  adjusted  as  necessary  to  allow  objectives  to  be  obtained^, 
(see  text  change  section). 


I   am   running     short  of  paper   so    I   won't   list   specific   changes.    I  met 
with  Plike  Hanley  and  outlined   some   of   the  changes   that  had    to   be  made.    I 
would  be  happy   to  meet  with    the  Action  Committee  and   discuss  needed 
changes.    In   a   letter  dated   June  2,    1980   and   signed  by  mike   Hanley   and 
Dick   Bass   states   in   the    third   paragraph,    "Ue   have  never  worked  with   a 
more   dedicated   group   of  people    than  ue   did   during    the   nine  months   of 
effort  required   in  preparing   the   information,    as   a   result,    ue  presented 
our  efforts   on  Clay   27,    1980    to   the  membership.    The   documents   submitted 
on   the  EIS  were   in   the   form   of   a   6th  Alternative   to    the  EIS  proposed 
action,    the   economic   study  prepared   by   the  University   of   Idaho   and   a 
position  paper   on   wilderness,    all    of  which  werp  accepted   by    the 
membership."    The   only  copies    there  were   to   study  was   a   copy   of    the 
economic   study,    the   other   two  were   read   to   us   in  part   and   then   later 
we  were   asked    to  pass   on   them.    I   neither  voted   yes   or  no  because    I    thought 
I    unuld   be'buying   a  pig   in   a  poke!      All    testimony   should  be  carefully 
studied,   maybB   someone  has   a   better  plan   than    the   O.Y.E.    Action   Comm- 
ittee's  Alternative  6. 

In  my    testimony   at  Harsing   on  Hay  29,1980   I   made   the   statement    that 
generally  speaking   the   ranyeland    is   in   good   condition,    which   It    is,    but 
if (and   I   underline   the  word  _lf ) ,    there   is  a  problem   it   is   isolated  and 
should   be   dealt  with   accordingly,    which  means   on   an   individual   basis 
not   area  wide.    One   thing    to    rememher   is    that   the   Owyhee   Resource   Area   is 
a   larqe   area   and    the   geography   and   climate   variBS   so  much   from   one   end 
to   the  other. 

If  and   again    I    underline   the  word  if  a  problem  presents    itself, 
and    I   am   rralistic   enough   to  know  there  Is  probably  an   isolated  case, 
necessary   trial   steps  should  bo  negotiated  tJstwBen   the  B.L.m.    and 
permittee(s)    and    the   Advisory   Board    IT   requested  by    the   l-'Drml  ttan(s) 
and  no   nne   else    to   correct    the  problem.    State   lands   are   already   covered 
on   exchange   of   use. 
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June  4,  1980 


James  Gabettas 

Acting  District  Manager 

Boise  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

230  Collins  Road 

Boise,  ID   83702 

Re;    Draft  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Jim: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Owyhee  Grazing  EIS  and  find  it  both  an  excellent  and 
disappointing  document.   It  is  excellent  in  the  evident  data  base  which  was 
compiled  as  a  departure  point  for  assessment  and  formulation  of  a  resource 
management  proposal.   It  is  disappointing  in  the  manner  these  data  were 
utilized  in  development  of  a  resource  management  proposal  and/or  alterna- 
tives in  the  public's  interest. 

I  submit  the  following,  further  assessment  of  this  document  as  comment  to 
preparation  of  a  Final  Environmental  Statement  on  behalf  of  the  Idaho  Wild- 
life Federation  CTWF)  and  the  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.  (NRDC) . 
My  thanks  for  this  opportunity  to  make  comments  to  a  land/resource  management 
proposal  having  significant  importance  to  the  many  publics  who  know,  use,  and 
treasure  the  Owyhee  Country. 

As  you  know,  I  have  been  greatly  concerned  about  the  current  conditions  and 
management  of  rangelands  and  rangeland  resources  in  Idaho.   Both  IWF  and  NRDC 
have  sought  means  to  improve  rangeland  conditions  and  management.   Both  sup- 
port the  efforts  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  manage  livestock  grazing 
on  these  lands  according  to  the  multiple-use  and  stewardship  principles  man- 
dated by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  as  well  as  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
in  so  doing.   It  follows,  therefore,  that  adequate  range  EISs  are  the  key 
means  by  which  the  management  actions  necessary  to  comply  with  FLPMA 's 
mandates  can  be  identified  and  their  implementation  supported. 


James  Gabettas 
June  4,  1980 
Page  3 
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The  subject  document  is  one  drafted 
within  the  Owyhee  Grazing  EIS  Area. 
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potentially  applicable  use,  therefore,  all  use(s)  must  be  considered  in  a 
prior  overview  assessment  (a  Management  Framework  Plan,  MFP,  -  in  accordance 
with  BLM's  planning  procedures)  with  guidance  and  constraint,  goals  and  ob- 
jectives determined  for  the  allowable  uses  to  be  made  within  the  area.   I 
do  not  find  where  this  has  been  done  in  the  subject  EIS.   To  be  sure.  Appendix 
Table  A-l  enumerates  Single  Use  Recommendations  (MFP-1)  Livestock  and 
Multiple  use  Recommendations  (MFP-2)  with  rationale  and  trade-offs  enumerated 
for  said  MFP  -  1  and  2  activities,  but  nowhere  is  there  provided  an  enumeration 
or  listing  of  the  MFP  overall  guidance/constraint  and  goals/objectives  ap- 
plicable to  subordinate  activity  planning .   And ,  in  this  instance ,  those 
applicable  to  domestic  livestock  grazing  within  the  Owyhee  EIS  Area  appear 
only  as  recommendations,  not  as  guidance,  constraint,  goals,  or  objectives. 
Thus,  the  "Objectives"  enumerated  at  pp  1-1  and  1-2  can  be  considered  no 
more  than  a  shopping  list,  unsubstantiated  with  no  rationale  given  for  their 
selection  or  adoption.   The  subject  draft  EIS  does  not  provide  the  necessary 
and  relevant  information  about  the  MFP.—   Text  and  table  alike  do  not  iden- 
tify any  watershed,  wildlife,  or  other  public  interest  objectives  for  the 
area,  nor  is  there  an  explanation  of  why  the  Bureau  has  decided  to  implement 
intensive  management  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
lands  in  this  area.   In  the  absence  of  these  and  other  recommendations  as 
well  as  an  analysis  of  their  rationales  and  the  degree  to  which  they  will 
serve  as  an  adequate  basis  for  future  management,  one  can  neither  fully  under- 
stand nor  evaluate  the  basic  management  decision  with  which  this  EIS  treats, 
i.e. ,  the  decision  to  allocate  the  lands  involved  to  livestock  use. 

As  indicated,  I  believe  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  draft  EIS  have 
been  improperly  selected.   While  they  do  encompass  various  levels  of  live- 
stock use,  they  also  clearly  reveal  a  predetermined  intention  to  implement 
intensive  management  and  only  intensive  management  on  the  vast  majority  of 
lands  in  the  Owyhee  EIS  Area.   No  one  expects  the  Bureau  to  discontinue 
livestock  grazing  totally  in  this  or  any  EIS  area.—   Similarly,  no  one 
would  want,  or  expect  the  Bureau  to  permit  the  continued  abuse  of  publicly- 
owned  resources  that  is  resulting  from  current  management  practices.   Two 


3/  A  statement  is  made,  p  1-1,  that:  "Based  on  the  response  guides  and  other 
public  input  received  during  preparation  of  the  Owyhee  Management  Framework 
Plan  (MFP),  several  major  issues  stand  out,"  but  nowhere  does  one  find  how 
these  issues  were  resolved,  the  rationale  for  resolution,  nor  the  goals  and 
objectives  derived  to  guide  and/or  constrain  activity  planning  relative  to 
issue  resolution/decision-making.   It  is  indisputable  that  the  EIS  must  ex- 
plain how  the  MFP  recommendations  were  derived.   To  be  adequate,  such  an  ex- 
planation requires:  1)  an  adequate  description  of  the  MFP  recommendation; 
2)  a  description  and  reasons  underlying  the  basic  land  allocations  and  trade- 
offs which  they  represent;  and,  3)  an  analysis  of  these  reasons  and  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  proposed  recommendations. 

4/  The  principal  reason  for  analyzing  the  no  grazing  alternative  is  to  provide 
baseline  environmental  information  against  which  to  measure  the  impacts  of 
all  the  other  alternatives,  including  the  proposed  action. 


James  Gabettas 
June  4,  1980 
Page  2 
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The  subject  draft  EIS  reveals  a  scenario  of  serious  resource  management 
problems  now  evident  within  the  Owyhee  EIS  area.   As  example:  range  con- 
dition and  apparent  trend  are  deplorable  with  some  90  percent  of  the  range- 
land  currently  in  poor  or  fair  condition  with  an  equal  amount  either  getting 
worse  or,  at  best,  just  maintaining  status  quo;  deer,  antelope,  and  sage- 
grouse  habitats  have  been  subject  to  severe  depletion  with  most  rated  as 
being  90-100  percent  poor  or  fair  condition;—  fisheries  habitat  condition, 
water  quality  and  quantity  in  poor  or  fair  on  almost  all  important  fisheries 
streams  to  translate  to  the  fact  riparian/aquatic  environments  boast  extreme 
degradation;  cultural  resources,  while  being  identified  as  being  in  good  con- 
dition, io    in  fact  suffer  impairment  through  livestock  trampling  and  erosion; 
and,  erosion,  though  rated  at  stabilized,  occurs  at  rates  25  percent  higher 
than  what  would  occur  were  range  conditions  to  approach  excellent  condition. 
Thus,  the  publically-owned  resources  of  the  area  have  been,  and  are  being, 
adversely  impacted.   The  draft  EIS  acknowledges  the  need  for  prompt  changes 
in  existing  management  practices,  including  reductions  in  current  livestock 
numbers,  in  order  to  remedy  these  problems  and  improve  current  resource 
conditions. 

As  noted  previously,  I  am  impressed  by  the  evident  data  base  compiled  as 
applicable  to  the  Owyhee  EIS  area.   And,  I  commend  BLM  in  their  recognition 
that  at  least  fifty  (50)  percent  of  the  annual  vegetative  growth  must  remain, 
in  situ,  to  achieve  some  semblance  of  watershed  protection  and  soil  stability 
a  reserve  "bank  account"  for  land  and  resource  management  purposes.   However, 
given  this  fact,  I  find  a  pronounced  bias  to  accommodate  domestic  livestock 
grazing  relative  to  the  utilization  of  the  remaining  annual  vegetative 
growth  -  the  so-called  "usable  forage."   I. find  this  not  in  keeping  with  ap- 
licable  law  nor  ' - 
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of  the  three  remaining  so-called  "alternatives"—  involves  an  intensive 
management  scheme  that  is  comparable  to  the  proposed  action.   The  remaining 
"alternative"  (Alternative  3)  is  likewise  an  intensive  management  scheme 
couched  in  a  manner  that  seemingly  would  result  in  less  livestock  use  while 
achieving  greater  wildlife  and  watershed  benefits  through  reduced  "usable 
forage"  allocation,  increased  wild  horse  numbers,  and  elimination  of  land 
treatments.   These  are  clearly  nr'  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 
Instead,  they  are  simply  variations  on  it.   NEPA,  however,  requires  the  con- 
sideration of  genuine  alternatives,  not  variations.   At  a  minimum,  therefore, 
the  final  statement  must  consider  a  non-intensive  management  alternative.— 
Either  this  alternative  or  an  additional  one  might  well  incorporate  some  of 
the  concerns  and  recommendations  enumerated  in  Tables  4-8,  4-9,  and  4-10; 
Appendix  Table  A-l,  and  elsewhere  as  well  as  comprehensive  protection  of  the 
critically  important  riparian  ecosystems  in  the  Area.— 

The  implementation  schedule  of  the  proposed  action  is  one  that  infers  rather 
than  directs  adjustment  in  use  as  predicated  upon  basic  resource  require- 
ments (that  is,  if  one  assumes  the  percentage  adjustment  indicated  reflects 
resource  degradation  and  need  for  relief  and  improvement) .   More  specifically, 
however,  the  implementation  schedule  is  based  upon  whether  management  (AMPs 
or  "intensive  management")  will  be  applied,  and  then  only  on  an  incremental 
basis,  with  those  areas  (allotments)  which  would  not  be  managed  under  a  grazing 
system  having  full  adjustments  immediately.   This  is  neither  just  insofar 
as  the  operators  are  concerned  nor  does  it  recognize  or  implement  adjustments 
in  accordance  with  the  need  for  resource  protection.   Criteria  and  a  realistic 
implementation  schedule  as  predicated  upon  those  areas  or  situations  of 
accelerated  and/or  serious  resource  degration  is  necessary  to  achieve 
resource  stability  and  maintenance  regardless  of  whether  intensive  management 


1/  Bighorn  sheep  habitat  is  generally  better,  fair  to  good  condition.   This 
is  primarily  due  the  fact  that  the  habitat  into  which  they  have  been  reintro- 
duced (following  their  extirpation  through  competition- and  disease  from  domestic 
livestock)  is  a  rugged  natural  area  in  good  to  excellent  range  condition  which, 
so  far,  has  escaped   intensive  range  management  and  range  development. 

2/  At  page  1-1,  and  elsewhere  in  the  text,  reference  is  made  to  an  intention 
"to  provide  adequate  forage  to  stabilize  the  local  livestock  industry."  Al- 
though this  qualifies  as  an  admirable  goal,  perhaps,  attention  is  drawn  to 
FLPMA,  Sec.  102  (8);  Sec.  103  (c) ,  (k) ,  and  to  Public  Rangelands  Improvement 
Act  (PRIA) ,  Sec.  4  (b)  wherein  no  reference  is  made  to  the  necessity  of  stab- 
ilizing the  livestock  industry.   To  the  contrary,  with  reference  to  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  notwithstanding,  it  is  mandated  that:  (FLPMA,  Sec.  102  (8)).. 
..  "The  public  lands  be  managed  in  a  manner  that  will  protect  the  quality  of 
scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmosphere, 
water  resource,  and  archeological  values;  that,  when  appropriate,  will  pre- 
serve and  protect  certain  public  lands  in  their  natural  condition;  that  will 
provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  domestic  animals;  and  that 
will  provide  for  outdoor  recreation  and  human  occupancy  and  use;..."   This  is 
a  clear,  definitive  statement  of  intent  by  Congress  relative  to  management  of 
rangelands  and  rangeland  resources. 


A/.S" 


5/  Alternative  6  (submitted  by  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Association  since 
Issue  of  the  draft  EIS)  is  a  further  variation  on  intensive  management,  flex- 
ibility, and  almost  complete  reliance  upon  the  livestock  industry  to  implement, 
maintain,  and  monitor  the  applicable  intensive  management  program.   This  is 
both  unwise  and  undesirable  from  the  public's  standpoint. 

6/  A  valid  alternative  might  be  one,  say  Alternative  3A  (A  Public  Interest 
Alternative)  wherein  goals  would  be  restoration  of  Class  I  demand,  maintenance 
of  a  wild  horse  herd  of  118-178  head,  reliance  upon  natural  vegetation  through 
non-intensive  management  practices  (adjustment  to  later  turn-out  date,  proper 
seasons  of  use,  rotation  and  deferment  of  use,  etc.)  with  range  improvements 
and  land  treatments  limited  and  utilized  only  to  accommodate  non-intensive 
goals  and  objectives  and/or  to  rehabilitation,  and  full  accommodation  of  a 
diverse,  viable  wildlife  fishery  resource  consistent  with  the  capability  to 
sustain  applicable  populations.   In  so  doing,  wilderness,  recreation,  arch- 
eological, and  other  public  values  would  likewise  benefit  to  the  benefit 
of  the  general  public. 

7/   I  an  disturbed  to  find,  given  the  Wetland-Riparian  Area  Protection  and 
Management;  Policy  ard  Protection  Procedures 


Final  Guidelines,  dated  February 
and  appearing  in  the  Federal  Register/Vol.  45,  No.  25,  no  mention  of 
terion  in  the  subject  draft  EIS  given  the  rather  token  consideration 
an  ecosystems  in  the  draft  EIS  and  their  importance  to  the  area.   1 


5,  1980 

these  c 

of  ripa 

suggest  that  the  foregoing  cited  reference  be  g 

drafting  the  final  Owyhee  Grazing  Impact  EIS 


full  consideration  in 


Jame: 
June 
Page 


Gabettas 
4,  1980 


21 


a/.  6 


JH.7 


A  I-  % 


All 


is  applicable  or  not.   It  is  hoped  the  final  EIS  will  correct  this  situation 
to  provide  protection  to  land  and  resources  predicated  upon  need  and  not 
upon  administrative  dictum. 

The  proposed  action  and  alternatives,  generally,  place  great  reliance  upon 
glamorous,  expensive  range  improvements  and  land  treatments.   The  document 
does  not  bother  to  cite  why,  where,  or  what  rationale  was  used  to  determine 
need  of  the  proposed  "improvements."   Appendix  Table  H-2  provides  criteria 
by  which  a  shopping  list  of  every  conceivable  acre  can  be  identified  for 
possible  treatment,  but  there  is  no   rationale  for  need  or  selection  of  a 
given  land  treatment  in  its  contribution  to  overall  management  requirements. 
In  like  manner  water  developments  and  fences  are  even  more  vague  as  to  need, 
location,  and  rationale.   Further,  the  wildlife  biologist  and  other  "pro- 
fessionals" were  forced  to  deal  in  generalities  in  assessing  impacts  (as  related 
in  the  text  and  various  tables,  example:  pp  2-12,  4-2;  Tables  4-8,  4-9, 
4-10).   Thus,  no  definitive  means  is  at  hand  by  which  to  judge  the  proposed 
range  improvements  and  land  treatments. 

In  sum,  the  need  for  as  well  as  suitability,  rationale,  and  impact  assessment 
of  proposed  range  improvements  and  land  treatments  must  be  available  to  permit 
evaluation  of  such  proposals.   Further,  certain  minimum  criteria  is  required 
to  guide  and  constrain  the  selection  of  improvements  and/or  land  treatments, 
as  example:  1)  seedings  will  be  proposed  only  in  those  areas  that  would  not 
be  expected  to  respond  to  grazing  management  systems,  2)  treatment  will  be 
proposed  only  in  areas  having  suitable  conditions  (soils,  climate,  precip- 
itation, etc.)  to  favor  seed  germination  and  establishment  or  otherwise 
favorably  respond  to  treatment  within  a  1-3  year  timeframe,  3)  treatment  will  not 
be  undertaken  in  known  significant/critical  wildlife  habitats  and  riparian 
ecosystems  unless  made  in  full  accord  with  an  approved  habitat  management 
program  for  the  area,  and  4)  all  range  improvements  and  land  treatments  must 
be  cost-effective  and  justifiable.   Because  decisions  to  engage  in  range 
improvements  and/or  land  treatments  are  essentially  decisions  to  allocate 
lands  involved  to  livestock  use,  as  proposed  in  this  and  most  grazing  impact 
statements,  these  criteria  must  be  incorporated  into  the  Unit's  land  use  plan. 

In  summary  and  conclusion,  the  final  EIS  must  relate  to  the  Owyhee  MFP,  its 
guidance/constraints,  goals  and  objectives.   There  must  be  a  clearer  description 
of  the  various  elements  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS  as  well  as  for  their  se- 
lection and  implementation.   These  elements  are  vegetative  allocation,— 


8/  At  page  2-2,  Vegetation  Allocation,  the  proposed  action  would  allocate 
vegetation  to  "consumptive"  and  "nonconsumptive"  uses  with  no  background 
as  to  the  rationale  for  this  "allocation"  nor  assessment  as  to  whether, 
in  fact,  such  allocation  will  achieve  the  stated  purpose,  i.e.,  "watershed 
protection,  aesthetics,  small  birds  and  animals,  and  other  nonconsumptive 
uses."   Further,  we  would  challenge  whether  the  forage  allocation  to  antelope, 
deer,  and  bighorn  sheep  is  consistent  with  projected  and/or  desirable  pop- 
ulations of  these  animals.   I  do  not  dispute  the  Bureau's  responsibility  to 
make  such  allocation;  however,  the  draft  EIS  does  not  clearly  explain  the  back- 
ground for  such  proposals  nor  is  there  any  attempt  to  analyze  the  adequacy  of 
the  proposed  allocation.   Absent  this  information  and  the  MFP  overview  directio 
one  cannot  determine  whether  the  announced  objectives,  pp  2-1  and  2-2,  are 
valid  or  obtainable. 


Response  to  Letter  No.  21 

Letter  number  21  contains  several  observations  that  do  not  deal 
with  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  are  therefore  not  responded 
to  individually.  The  statements  that  suggest  changes  in  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives  have  been  considered  in  the 
formulation  of  Alternative  7,  one  of  two  new  alternatives  analyzed 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  the  Consultation  and  Coordination  section 
of  the  Final  EIS  for  details  of  the  evolution  of  two  new 
alternatives. 

21.1  The  resource  objectives,  including  their  rationale  for  selection, 
which  were  developed  during  the  land  use  planning  process  and 
have  a  direct  bearing  on  the  livestock  grazing  program  are 
included  in  the  text  change  section  as  an  addition  to  Appendix  A. 

21.2  Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS,  Alternatives  6  and  7  have  been 
developed  and  are  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

21.3  See  response  21.2. 

21.4  The  level  of  management  intensity  proposed  (i.e.  intensive 
management,  less  intensive  management,  and  management  with  private 
lands)  was  based  upon  resource  condition  needs.  The  criteria  for 
their  selection  is  described  on  pages  2-5  through  2-8.  The  EIS 
recognizes  that  resource  improvement  would  not  be  as  rapid  on 
allotments  without  grazing  systems  and  therefore  proposes 
immediate  adjustments  in  livestock  use. 

21.5  The  cited  reference  was  considered  during  development  of  the 
aquatic  wildlife  MFP  objectives  and  recommendations.  The  proposed 
management  of  riparian  habitats  brought  forward  from  the  MFP, 
(see  Appendix  Table  A-l,  Recommendations  8  and  9)  and  included  in 
the  proposed  action,  fully  considers  these  guidelines. 

21.6  The  rationale  for  proposed  range  improvements  and  land  treatments 
is  discussed  in  Appendix  Table  A-l  (Recommendation  6  and  7).  The 
location  of  proposed  improvements  is  shown  on  Map  2-3. 

21.7  The  criteria  and  constraints  for  range  improvement  and/or  land 
treatments  are  discussed  on  pages  2-10  through  2-17.  All  projects 
would  be  developed  within  the  constraints  described  or  they  would 
not  be  constructed. 

21.8  We  have  expanded  Appendix  A  to  include  resource  objectives  and 
rationale  from  the  MFP.  We  feel  that  these  objectives,  used  with 
the  resource  recommendations  and  their  rationale  (Appendix  Table 
A-l),  and  the  description  of  the  proposed  action  in  Chapter  2 
provides  an  adequate  description  of  the  various  elements  of  the 
proposed  action.  The  economic  analysis  considers  the  impacts  of 
increased  recreation  that  would  result  from  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives  (pages  4-49,  4-67,  4-95,  4-112  and  4-127).  The 
economic  impacts  of  watershed  and  vegetative  condition  improvement 
is  indirectly  considered  through  the  assessment  of  increased 
forage  production  resulting  from  improved  conditions. 
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the  extensive  vegetation  manipulation  projects  and  water  developments  as  well 
as  the  proposal  to  implement  intensive  grazing  management,  protection  and 
management  of  riparian  ecosystems  (as  noted  in  prior  text),  conflicts  between 
proposed  grazing  management  systems  and  critical  wildlife  habitats,  an  economic 
analysis  that  treats  only  of  the  livestock  industry  and  ignores  other  components 
of  the  social/economic  health  of  the  area  (i.e.,  watershed,  hunting,  fishing, 
etc.,  both  local  and  regionally),  and  a  rational  implementation  schedule 
predicated  upon  resource  requirements  not  administrative  dictum. 

In  addition  to  the  concerns  already  raised  with  respect  to  the  implementation 
of  intensive  management,  I  am  also  concerned  about  the  "normal  flexibility" 
which  will  be  included  in  these  systems  as  well  as  the  Bureau's  ability  to 
enforce  the  recommended  utilization  limits.   It  is  clear  that  excessive  util- 
ization will  prevent  realization  of  the  "benefits"  which  are  predicted  to 
result  from  implementation  of  the  proposed  systems.   See  Chapter  2,  pp  2-1 
through  2-18.   Similarly,  it  is  clear  that,  unless  the  proposed  seasons  of 
use  and/or  phenological  requirements  of  key  plant  species  are  met,  there  is 
little  if  any  reason  to  implement  the  proposed  systems.   See  pp  2-5,  2-6, 
2-7,  3-2,  and  3-3.   The  draft  explicitly  assumes  that  the  manpower  necessary 
to  achieve  the  needed  utilization  control  and  monitoring  will  be  available. 
1  submit  that  the  Bureau,  which  has  always  suffered  from  a  lack  of  adequate 
personnel,  simply  cannot  make  this  assumption,  particularly  in  connection  with 
such  a  key  element  in  its  proposals.   It  is  imperative,  therefore,  that  an 
alternative  be  developed  for  the  final  EIS  which  addresses  the  realistic 
ability  of  the  Bureau  to  develop  and  implement  a  resource  management  proposal 


its  capabilities  to  fund, implement , 


which  balances  the 


books  between  resource  capability  and  demand  with  allocation  predicated 
upon  resource  capability  (current  and  potential)  and  full  participation  by 
all  publics- 


Response  to  Letter  No.  21  (continued) 

21.9  The  background  for  the  allocations  is  discussed  in  the  MFP 
objectives  (see  text  change  section).  The  adequacy  of  various 
levels  of  forage  allocation  to  consumptive  and  noncomsumptive  uses 
is  addressed  in  the  impact  sections  of  each  alternative.  By 
assessing  the  beneficial  and  adverse  impacts  of  each  alternative 
in  relation  to  various  levels  of  grazing  use,  the  determination 
can  be  made  whether  or  not  specific  allocations  are  adequate. 

21.10  Alternative  7  has  been  developed  to  address  these  concerns. 


Finally,  although  the  draft  EIS  contains  much  excellent  data  and  analysis/com- 
pilation of  certain  of  these  data,  it  does  not  meet  the  test  of  applicable 
law  in  provision  of  a  decision-making  document  for  the  manager  in  management 
of  the  public's  land.   It  does  not  address  a  comprehensive  approach  to  the 
land/resource  management  problems  at  hand.   Rather,  it  is  a  document  tailored 
to  the  implementation  of  a  dominant  use.   Hopefully,  these  comments  will 
assist  you  and  your  staff  in  preparing  a  final  EIS  that  will  select  and  implement 
those  environmentally  responsible  management  practices  that  will  achieve  sta- 
bilization, improvement,  and  maintenance  of  the  land  and  its  resources  within 
the  Owyhee  EIS  Area  for  this  and  future  generations. 

Sincerely, 

William  R.  Melneri,  President 
Idaho  wildlife  Federation 
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Johanna  Wald,  NRDC 

Robert  Bufflngton,    State  Director,    BI>t 
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U.E.  Martin   1968 
J.L.   Schultz  1970 
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Here  we  are  in  1980  and  quoting  two  guys  named  Martin  I968  and 
Schultz  1970. 

Who  are  these  two?  They  Bust  have  their  heads  stuck  up  their 
posterior.   Because  they  sure  don't  know  whats  going  on. 

To  say  that  the  Amercian  Rancher  lags  behind  in  Managerial 
efficiency  and  acceptance  of  innovation. 

This  is  in  insult  not  only  to  me  but  to  our  forefathers. 
People  that  have  this  physiology  are  usually  talking  on  a  full 
stomach.   They  probably  like  wormie  apples  and  neat  with  maggotB. 
Me  and  By  associates  in  agriculture  have  mad?  the  Amercians 
the  best  fed  people  in  the  world.   If  these  two  duds  that  arequoted 
in  your  E.I.S.  draft,  would  look  around  at  our  young  people  they 
would  find  they  are  smarter,  runfaster  jump  higher  every  year.   All 
this  due  to  our  so  called  mismanagement  and  lack  of  innovation. 

I  am  proud  to  be  an  Amercian  anr1  to  be  insulted  by  you  and 
these  two  is  just  to  much. 

I  don't  know  of  any  group  that  read  more  trade  papers  than  the 
Amercian  Rancher. 

What  works  for  one  man  may  not  fit  my  plans  or  operation.   It's 
true  w*  just  don't  jump  into  things  to  find  out  if  they  work  or  not, 
because  we  would  like  to  be  here  next  year. 

I  have  gone  from  a  complete  non  mechanical  horse  outfit  to  a 
complete  mechanize  operation.  Things  like  this  is  not  done  over  nite 
or  just  because  they  are  more  efficient.   But  we  must  pay  for  all  these 
modern  machines. 
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Fish  Populations 
Page  3-18 


To  state  that  the  so  called  Redband  trout  is  a  sensitive  species, 
is  hopeful  thinking  on  someones  part,, 

Fron  everything  I  can  find  on  the  research,  of  the  Redband  there 
are  a  lot  of  conflicting  ideas  on  whether  this  fish  is  a  seperate 
species. 

In  the  light  of  all  of  the  conflicting  reports,  I  think  you  are 
premature  in  your  judgement. 


Thank  you  /?  A 
Richard  Bass 
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page  2 
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It  Is  sad  we  must  go  back  to  1968  and  1970  for  dribble  like 
this  because  I  can't  run  »y  outfit  on  1968  and  1970  ideas. 
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June  7,  1980 
Reynolds  Creek 
Murphy,  Idaho  83650 


Thank  you 


Richard  Bass 
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H-l   Appendix  H 
Musgrave     G  W  19<*7 


To  use  Musgrave  Equation  that  Mas  developed  forflat 
agricultural  landy  on  steep  range  land,  Just  won't  work  without 
using  his  orglnal  equipment  under  Western  range  conditions. 


Thank  yo1 


'BJ£^ 


Richard  Bass 

/ 
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Response  to  Letter  No._  22 

22.1  Economists  Martin  and  Schultz  reported  on  certain  attitudes  of 
some  ranchers.  These  attitudes  are  not  universally  held  in  the 
livestock  industry.  Reference  to  some  aspects  of  their  reports 
are  deleted.  See  the  text  change  section. 

22  2  The  redband  trout  is  listed  as  a  "sensitive"  species  by  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  BLM.  The  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  is  responsible  for  management  of  the  species  and 
decides  what  management  goals  are  appropriate.  Ttiere  is 
speculation  about  the  taxonomy  of  the  redband  trout,  but  a 
genetic  study  of  the  trout  in  Owyhee  County  is  underway. 
Preliminary  results  from  this  study  coupled  with  life  history 
information  from  the  Owyhee  fishery  inventory  suggest  the 
uniqueness  of  this  trout.  Whether  or  not  it  is  determined  to  be  a 
separate  species,  it  is  a  unique  group  of  trout  which  can  be 
maintained  and  enhanced  through  proper  management. 

22.3  See  Response  6.12. 


browse  needed  by  the  deer. 

Alternative  3  would  significantly  improve  vegetative  conditions  on  all 
allotments.   Improvement  of  range  condition  is  needed  to  support  an  increasing 
deer  population  currently  estimated  to  include  1,880  deer  using  the  summer  range 
and  2,905  wintering  deer. 

-  Resident  and  migratory  herds  of  pronghorn  antelope,  Antilocapra  ameri cana ,  utilize 
approximately  427,500  acres  of  winter  and  summer  range  within  the  EIS  area.  The 
BLM  range  survey  has  shown  that  95  percent  (406,100  acres)  of  the  antelope  range 
is  in  poor  or  fair  condition. 

Alternative  3  will  enhance  and  help  to  increase  antelope  populations  by 
improving  the  range  condition.   Competition  occurs  between  all  herbivorous  animals 
{both  livestock  and  wild  species)  when  the  ranges  are  in  poor  condition.  Little 
or  no  competition  occurs,  however,  when  the  ranges  are  in  good  condition. 

-  Sage  Grouse,  Centrocercus  urophasianus,  populations  would  also  be  enhanced  by 
implementation  of  Alternative  3.  Of  the  187,600  acres  used  by  sage  grouse  for 
nesting,  only  four  percent  is  in  good  condition  while  37  percent  is  in  fair  and 

59  percent  is  in  poor  ecological  condition.  This  results  in  less  cover  for  nesting 
and  lower  brood  success  rates  due  to  predation. 

-  The  most  beneficial  aspect  of  Alternative  3  will  be  the  protection  of  sensitive 
riparian  areas  from  overgrazing  and  trampling,  by  fencing  113  miles  of  streams 
and  placino  log  structures  on  another  36  miles  of  streambanks. 

Waterfowl  nest  adjacent  to  most  reservoirs,  stock  ponds  and  major  creeks 
within  the  EIS  area.   In  the  spring  waterfowl  depend  on  adeguate  cover  in  the 
upland  areas  for  nesting.  Broods  depend  on  emergent  aquatic  and  shoreline 
vegetation  for  cover  and  food.  Nesting  and  brood  cover  are  generally  in  very 
poor  condition  due  to  the  heavy  utilization  of  these  areas  by  livestock. 

-  Several  important  species  closely  associated  with  riparian  zones  include  beaver, 
Castor  canadensis,  river  otter,  Ultra  canadensis,  valley  quail,  lophortyx 
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To:   Idaho  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:  Boise  State  University  Conservation  Group 

Concerning:  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft 

r, E fir  M L  COMMENTS : 

Due  to  the  diversity  of  habitats  present  in  the  EIS  area,  a  wide  variety  of 
wildlife  species  are  present.  This  area  supports  158  resident  and  183  migratory 
species,  comprising  71  mammals,  244  birds,  19  reptiles  and  eipht  amphibians.  Habitat 
diversity  results  from  a  broad  array  of  vegetation  types  and  the  inclusion  of 
special  habitat  features  such  as  cliffs,  snags,  reservoirs,  springs,  meadows  and 
le  riparian  zones. 

(innervation  Group  is  i 'ecokiuend mq  .«  mndiiied  Alternative  <•  Hi1 
leel  that  Alternative  3  will  benefit  wildlife  populations  through  improv.  ,icnt  of 
vegetative  conditions,  a  decrease  of  soil  erosion  rates,  and  improvement  of  water 
quality  and  fisheries  habitat.  However,  we  do  not  recommend  that  tin.  wild  i-nrse 
population  be  allowed  to  increase  above  current  levels. 

SPECIFIC  COMHEHTS: 

-  As  Indicated  by  the  1977-78  BLM  range  survey,  93  percent  (366,400  acres)  of  the 
winter  range  and  95  percent  (387,400  acres)  of  the  summer  range  of  the  mule  deer, 
Odocolleus  he«i1onus.  habitat  In  the  EIS  area  is  in  poor  or  fair  condition.  This 
is  priaarlly  due  to  liveitock  overgrazing  which  has  reduced  the  amount  of  pil.itable 


cal  ifomlcus,  and  mountain  Quail,  Oreortyx  pictus.  Most  wildlife  species  in  the 
EIS  area  use  riparian  habitats  disproportionately  more  than  any  habitat  type 
available.  Consequently,  many  species  are  severely  impacted  when  riparian  areas 
are  damaged.  The  structural  diversity  offered  by  a  tree  layer,  a  shrub  layer, 
and  a  herbaceous  layer  provides  large  amounts  of  nesting,  roosting,  hiding,  escape 
ana  thermal  cover  for  both  high  densities  and  many  species  of  wildlife.  Addition- 
ally, riparian  vegetation  provides  many  important  food  plants  such  as  aspen,  cotton- 
wood,  willow,  maple,  currant,  rose,  and  grasses  and  forbs.  Riparian  vegetation 
remains  green  and  nutritious  longer  thdn  the  surroundinq  upland  vegetation. 

Livestock  concentrate  in  meadow/riparian  habitats  due  to  the  presence  of 
water,  green  forage  and  in  the  case  of  riparian  habitats,  shade.   In  the  EIS  ire/it 
ithout  36  perrent  fo  the  421  public  miles  of  major  riparian  habitats  are  severely 
impacted  by  livestock,  "ihese  overused  areas  exhibit  lower  vegetation  diversity, 
limited  tree  and  shrub  canopy,  a  high  occurrenir  of  uii'lesireable  species  and 
in.i.foqijd f1  reproduction  of  desirable  plants. 

-  Livestock  grazinq  is  a  major  ronflirtinq  .utivity  to  overall  good  fisheries 
habitat  condition  in  the  streams  in  the  EIS  ,<rra.     Of  the  316.7  miles  of  perennial 
stream  on  publll  lands,  141.6  miles  ar*>   ratt'H  in  poor  condition,  125.1  "'i  I 

are  rated  in  lair  condition  and  50  miles  in  good  condition  On  these  perennial 
streams,  93.6  miles  were  rated  as  having  a  high  degree  of  cattle  grazing  onsito 
conflict  with  fisheries  habitat  and  22.4  miles  were  rated  as  having  a  moderate 
degree  of  conflict  with  fisheries  habitat  condition. 

-  The  wild  horse,  Equus  equus.  population,  currently  numbering  about  324  animals, 
should  be  decreased  to  at  least  1971  levels  (118  head  censused).  Nonendemic 
wild  horses  serve  no  purpose  and  compete  with  native  ungulate  species  for  forage. 


Bill  Laurance,  Director,  BSU  Conservation  Group    6/7/1980 
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HEREFORDS  AND  HORSES 

Bill  and  Phyllis  Ross 
Jordan  Valley,  Oregon  97910 

TO:  BUREAU'  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  June  9,  1980 

My  interest  in  the  adoption  of  a  range  management  and  improvement 
policy  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  is  two-fold:  To  provide  a  pro- 
gram that  will  improve  the  resource  in  its  many  facets  and  to  per- 
mit a  livestock  industry  that  is  dependent  upon  these  lands  to  re- 
main healthy  and  productive  in  the  immediate  future,  as  well  as  on 
a  long  term  basis. 

I  contest  the  validity  of  the  range  survey  which  indicates  a  need 
for  an  average  32%  reduction.   The  utilization  studies  upon  which 
these  determinations  were  made  were  conducted  during  abnormally  bad 
growing  years,  including  1977,  in  which  we  had  a  major  drought. 
The  trend  indications  advanced  by  the  EIS  are  not  accurate  in  my 
opinion,  either.   In  areas  with  which  I  am  most  familiar,  I  have 
observed  a  gradual  upward  trend  for  the  past  12  to  15  years.   It  has 
been  my  observation,  as  a  resident  and  user  of  this  range  for  half 
a  century,  that  there  is  a  great  variety  in  annual  forage  production 
determined  by  the  amount  of  moisture  and  the  suitability  of  the 
growing  season  from  one  year  to  the  next.   This  factor  is  much  more 
significant  than  a  trend.  A  year  with  exceptional  moisture  and  a  very 
favorable  growing  condition  will  bring  out  dormant  plants,  both 
perenial  and  annual  that  don't  appear  to  exist  during  unfavorable 
moisture  and  climatic  years. 

I  refer  especially  to  the  Juniper  Mountain  Unit  and  specifically  to 
the  Bull  Basin  Allotment,  because  that  is  the  area  with  which  I  am 
most  familiar.   Since  the  range  adjudication  about  1966,  the  estab- 
lishment and  implementation  of  an  AMP  following  that  action  there 
has  been  significant  improvement  in  the  overall  condition  of  the 
Bull  Basin  Allotment.   This  has  been  accomplished  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  there  has  been  no  follow  through  on  range  improvement 
programs  as  promised  by  the  Bureau  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication. 
Actually,  with  the  exception  of  construction  of  two  small  reservoirs 
and  development  of  four  springs  in  1968  and  construction  of  fences 
to  form  the  various  fields,  there  has  been  no  range  improvements 
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alternative  to  the  area  because  of  my  prior  stated  belief  that  the 
range  survey  was  in  error.   If  that  is  the  case,  then  none  of  the 
figures  really  fit  and  the  remedies  aren't  necessarily  valid. 

However ,  in  my  view,  a  modified  alternative  5  would  seem  most  prac- 
ticable.  Here,  I'll  state  that  I  do  not  favor  abusing  the  range; 
that  my  goal  is  for  an  improved,  healthy  resource.   Neither  do  I 
ask  for  a  program  that  will  enhance  grazing  at  the  expense  of  other 
values.   The  needs  of  wildlife,  wild  horses,  recreationists,  etc. 
must  be  protected.   But  I  do  feel  that  livestock  grazing  is  the 
highest  and  best  use  for  most  of  this  area  so  their  needs  must  be 
recognized  and  proved  for. 

I  object  to  stream  fencing  in  most  instances.   Again,  referring 
specifically  to  my  own  allotment  and  area,  I  note  that  proposed 
action  some  21  miles  of  fence  would  be  constructed  along  Red  Canyon 
Creek  to  help  maximize  the  fishery  potential  of  that  stream.   This 
creek  is  small  and  often  dries  up  in  long  stretches  each  year. 
Fishery  potential  is  small ,  and  it  seems  extremely  impractical  to 
me  that  this  much  fence  should  be  needed  and  the  corresponding  large 
expense  incurred  in  an  attempt  to  create  a  significant  fishery. 
These  funds  could  be  better  utilized  in  other  endeavors  where  the 
results  would  be  more  significant.   This  stream  is  not  an  isolated 
instance,  but  the  case  is  much  the  same  in  many  of  the  other  streams 
mentioned. 

I  also  protest  the  proposed  practice  of  placing  log  structures 
along  stream  banks  in  most  instances.   This  practice  involves  a 
large  amount  of  hand  work;  hence,  is  extremely  expensive  and  yields 
little  significant  improvement. 

As  stated,  Alternative  5  does  not  include  the  above  practices.   It 
is  noted  that  cost  of  implementation  of  Alternative  5  would  be 
S6, 000, 000  as  compared  to  $2,400,000  for  the  proposed  action.   My 
thought  is  that  the  di f f erence  is  insignificant  if  the  economic  well 
being  of  the  grazers  is  preserved.   My  feeling,  too,  is  that  the 
funds  expended  would  be  used  in  a  much  more  beneficial  way  for  the 
resource  under  the  Alternative  5  program. 
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funded  or  accomplished  by  the  Bureau  in  this  allotment. 

Various  economic  studies  on  the  economic  effect  of  changes  indicated 
by  the  proposed  action  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area,  particularly 
that  study  by  Neil  Rimbey,  indicate  substantial  far  reaching  effects 
upon  the  cattlemen  involved  as  well  as  substantial  adverse  effects 
upon  the  economy  of  the  rest  of  the  immediate  area. 
I  submit  that  there  is  a  moral  necessity  for  the  Bureau  to  develop 
an  alternative  that  will  permit  accomplishment  of  sensible  improvement 
goals  without  forcing  even  one  operator  out  of  business  or  causing 
undue  financial  hardship  upon  the  ranchers  involved.   It  is  small 
condolence  to  a  rancher  who  is  strapped  by  inflation,  labor  problems, 
etc.  to  know  that  cuts  will  be  restored  in  15  years  or  that  usage  will 
increase  by  50%  above  the  current  level  20  years  from  now, if  he  is 
not  going  to  be  able  to  operate  next  year  or  for  15  more  years.   Agri- 
culture is  one  of  the  basic  industries  in  the  U.  S.  and  utilization 
of  the  renewable  resource,  GRASS,  by  cattle  grazing  is  an  integral 
part  of  agriculture.   Throughout  the  years  it  has  contributed  signif- 
icantly to  the  growth  of  our  country  and  has  helped  win  several  major 
wars.   It  deserves  to  be  preserved  and  warrants  consideration  in  Bur- 
eau decisions. 

I  strongly  resent  the  statement  on  page  3-34  of  the  EIS  that  cattlemen 
"lag  behind  other  sectors  of  American  agriculture  in  areas  of  mana- 
gerial efficiency  and  acceptance  of  innovation".   The  implication  of 
that  section  is  that  cattle  ranchers  are  oafish  individuals,  too  lazy 
and  stupid  to  care  about  anything  but  maintaining  his  easy  going,  ig- 
norant way  of  life. 

I  will  offer  that  there  have  been  advancements  in  technology  and 
improved  techniques  in  cattle  raising  during  my  life-time  that 
rival  any  other  branch  of  agriculture.   I  further  submit  the  sug- 
gestion that  a  basic  part  of  a  cattleman's  philosophy  is  his  con- 
tempt for  and  distrust  of  bureaucrats.   It  is  also  noted  that  the 
chief  source  quoted,  J.  L.  Schultz,  is  a  bureaucrat  (USDA). 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  apply  the  proposed  action  or  any  of  the 


I  would  recommend  a  program,  beginning  as  soon  as  possible,  under 
which  each  individual  allotment  or  each  common  use  area  would  be 
considered  independently.   A  program  would  be  worked  out  between  the 
operators  and  the  Bureau  which  would  consider  the  long  range  goals 
and  potential  for  each  area  and  which  would  determine  each  individ- 
ual's ability  to  achieve  them  and  still  exist  as  an  economic  entity. 
No  cuts  in  usage  should  be  instituted  at  the  outset  but  usage  should 
be  closely  monitored  during  the  first  two  years  and  voluntary  ad- 
justments, if  needed,  worked  out  then.   The  goal  should  be  to  maxi- 
mize forage  production  and  resource  condition  over  an  extended  period 
of  time,  allowing  the  various  individual  operators  to  exist  an  an 
economic  entity  during  the  improvement  period.   In  some  instances, 
these  goals  might  be  accomplished  in  a  short  time  —  say  ten  years. 
In  other  areas,  it  would  take  much  longer  —  maybe  25  to  30  years. 
Future  weather  patterns  would  certainly  be  a  factor  and  would  have 
to  be  reckoned  with  as  they  occured.   Hopefully,  there  would  be  more 
favorable  growing  years  than  unfavorable,  but  that  can't  be  depended 
upon.   During  some  really  bad  years,  probably  no  improvement  would 
be  accomplished  and  occasionally  the  favorable  trend  might  be  re- 
versed for  a  year  or  two,  but  through  this  co-operative,  co-ordinated 
venture  the  long  range  trend  would  be  upward. 

Methods  for  range  improvement  should  be  used  that  are  compatible 
with  other  resource  values.   We  do  not  want  to  damage  any  other  leg- 
itimate resource  use  because  this  should  truly  be  a  multiple  use 
effort.   However,  it  has  been  my  observation  that  whatever  practice 
benefits  livestock  range  nearly  always  is  beneficial  to  other  multiple 
uses . 

Specific  items  in  the  proposed  action  that  I  object  to  are  listed: 
We  see  Hormay's  Rest  Rotation  system  mentioned  repeatedly  through- 
out the  statement  but  it  is  never  applied  to  any  instance.   The 
proposed  action  would  permit  no  more  than  50%  utilization  in  any 
pasture  which  is  in  direct  contrast  to  Hormay's  system  under  which 
a  given  pasture  may  have  complete  utilization  every  third  year  or 
so  provided  it  has  complete  rest  or  even  deferred  use  through  seed 
ripe  time  every  third  year.   I  approve  the  Hormay  program  in  many 
situations  but  feel  that  it  must  be  applied  in  it's  entirety  to  be 
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I  object  to  the  policy  statement  on  page  2-17:  "If  utilization 
limits  are  reached  in  all  pastures  scheduled  for  use  prior  to  the 
end  of  the  scheduled  grazing  season,  livestock  would  be  removed 
from  the  allotment" .   This  policy  would  create  extreme  hardships 
on  users  during  those  years  in  which  drought  or  other  unfavorable 
weather  factors  are  responsible  for  below  normal  forage  production. 
Other  natural  phenomenon,  such  as  range  fires  or  grasshopper  inva- 
sion of  an  allotment  could  force  an  entire  allotment  to  reach  the 
desired  utilization  level  early  in  the  season.   It  is  my  contention 
that  in  such  situations,  greater  utilization  should  be  permitted. 
It  is  an  accepted  fact  that  we  have  adverse  years  quite  frequently 
in  this  area  when  range  production  is  low.   A  livestock  operator 
must  be  permitted  to  survive  during  these  years.   There  is  always 
a  shortage  of  pasture  available  for  lease,  at  any  price,  during 
these  years  and  a  rancher  cannot  always  afford  the  inflated  prices 
charged  for  forage  during  adverse  times.   It's  possible  that  a  much 
larger  utilization  on  BLM  lands  should  be  permitted  in  the  event  of 
such  emergencies . 


Response  to  Letter  No.  24  (continued) 

allotment  is  under  a  grazing  system  that  leaves  old  feed  in  the 
spring  pasture,  or  on  early  turn  out  pastures,  seasons-of-use 
would  not  change  or  would  be  similar  to  the  existing  seasons- 
of-use. 

24.9  Experience  with  nonreflective  fence  posts  on  other  BLM  land  does 
not  indicate  there  would  be  significant  adverse  impacts. 


The  proposal  to  set  turn-out  dates  back  two  to  three  weeks  would 
create  an  often  insurmountable  hardship  on  ranchers.   Early  season 
feed  is  extremely  hard  to  find.   Few  ranchers  have  access  to  grass 
3*J-   ff   early  in  tne  season,  and  hay  feeding  for  an  extra  two  or  three  weeks 
can  be  prohibitive  in  price.   Also,  cattle  have  a  tendency  not  to  do 
well  in  confinement  at  this  time  of  year.   Calf  scours  and  other  di- 
seases are  often  rampant  under  such  conditions.   The  maximum  benefit 
to  cattle  on  range  comes  during  the  period  of  green  grass  and  that 
period  is  always  too  short  in  this  area.   For  those  whose  operations 
would  permit  a  later  turn-out  without  creating  undue  hardships  such 
adjustments  could  be  arranged,  but  for  those  others,  such  a  require- 
ment would  be  extremely  difficult  to  accept. 


z¥.l 


I  protest  the  proposal  that  fence  posts  would  be  solid,  non-reflec- 
tive color.  Such  a  practice  would  create  an  unnecessary  hazard  for 
livestock,  game,  horsemen,  ORV's,  etc.  Visibility  of  fences  should 
be  maximized. 
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Response  to  Letter  No.  24 

24.1  The  range  inventory  was  conducted  professionally  using  established 
BLM  guidelines  and  procedures.  It  provides  the  most  accurate 
information  regarding  vegetative  production  presently  available. 
Production  data  collected  during  1977  was  adjusted  upward  to 
reflect  what  would  normally  occur  in  an  average  year. 

24.2  By  comparing  vegetative  condition  data  collected  during  the  1960s 
with  data  collected  during  1977  and  1978,  static  or  downward 
trends  are  indicated  on  the  majority  of  the  EIS  area.  We  agree 
that  annual  vegetative  production  varies  greatly  depending  on 
moisture  and  growing  season  conditions.  Vegetative  condition 
however,  changes  less  dramatically  and  is  felt  to  be  valid  bo  use 
in  determining  long-term  vegetative  trends. 

24.3  Our  data  indicates  that  vegetative  trend  in  the  Bull  Basin  and 
Bald  Mountain  Field  is  downward,  static  or  nonapparent.  The 
trend  in  the  Summit  Spring  Field  is  primarily  downward  which 
results  in  the  majority  of  the  allotment  to  be  shown  in  a  downward 
trend . 

24.4  See  Response  22.1 

24.5  Natural  barriers  to  livestock  grazing  would  be  used  with  the 
fencing  of  access  areas  to  protect  this  stream.  This  would  cut 
the  cost  of  fencing  the  stream  considerably.  Although  the  stream 
is  small,  the  redband  trout  population  is  moderate  in  some 
stretches  of  the  stream.  This  stream  has  much  potential  for 
improvement,  and  streamflow  and  water  depth  should  increase  with 
riparian  vegetative  improvement.  This  stream  also  provides  a 
means  of  maintaining  the  gene  pool  of  a  unique  species,  redband 
trout,  since  it  has  not  been  planted  with  hatchery  stock  and  La 
relatively  isolated. 

24.6  These  log  structures  would  be  less  expensive  than  stream  fencing. 
They  have  been  effective  in  improving  fisheries  habitat  in 
eastern  Oregon  where  97  percent  of  the  log  structure  projects 
implemented  have  been  successful.  Although  the  log  structures 
would  require  some  hand  work,  they  are  relatively  simple 
structures  to  install  along  the  streambanks.  Also,  log  structures 
would  only  be  installed  on  the  segments  of  a  stream  which  need  i 
improvement.  They  would  also  be  confined  to  stream  segmsntfl 
without  stream  meander  to  reduce  cost  and  the  loss  of  struct  ir» 
during  high  water. 

24.7  The  text  has  been  changed  to  address  the  impacts  of  no low  normal 
forage  production  years  (see  text  change  section  page  4-47). 

24.8  The  impacts  of  additional  hay  cost  and  later  turnout  dates  was 
addressed  to  the  extent  possible  on  pages  4-44  to  4-51 

Draft  EIS. 


WILD  HORSE  ORGANIZED  ASSISTANCE 

INC 

A  Foundation  for  the  Welfare  of 

Wild  Free-Roaming  Horses  and  Burros 


June    7,    1980 


P  O  Bos  i» 

Reno,    Nrvadi   H<»04 

Telephone    IJV^WS 

Arei  Code   '02 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
DAVIDR  BELD1NG 
JACKC  McELWEE 
GORDON  W   HARRIS 
BELTONP  MOURAS 
GERTRUDE  BRONN.  Honorary 
In  Memoriajn 

LOUISE  C  HARRISON 

VELMAB  JOHNSTON,  "WudHorwAnnt* 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Owyhee  Crazing  EIS 
Boise  District  Office 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 

Gentlemen: 

The  Owyhee  grazing  environmental  impact  draft  leaves  little  opportunity 
for  encouragement  for  those  citizens  interested  in  the  proposed  action  and 
the  affects  upon  the  wild  free-roaming  horses  and  burros. 

The  proposal  states  the  HMA  will  be  established,  horses  will  be  removed 
from  all  areas  outside  the  HMA;  then  further  states  that  grazing  preference 
(pg  2-4)must  be  satisfied  when  additional  forage  becomes  available.   Not  only 
do  the  horses  not  have  priority  on  the  HMA,  but  the  additional  forage--prltnar- 
ily  through  their  reduction  and  the  grazing  systems--wil 1  only  satisfy  commercial 
use. 

Improvements  such  as  fences  will  further  confine  them  within  their  own  habitat. 
With  the  use  of  only  127.  of  the  EIS  area,  this  Is  a    further  thorn  In  the  side  of 
those  other  resource  interests. 

In  the  programing  stages,  the  agency  has  utilized  past,  present,  and  future 
population  estimates  to  project  the  impact  of  wild  horses  and  burros  upon  the 
public  rangelands;  usually  to  support  a  reduction  In  their  numbers.   Range  state- 
ments are  assumptions  and  the  calculations  are  based  on  licensed  or  permitted  use  of 
livestock.   The  April  14,  1978  (Civil  No.  1983-73)  court  action  states  in  part 

.  .  discuss  In  detail  livestock  grazing  activities.  .  ."   If  the  impact  of  wild 
O&J     horses  can  be  presumed;  we  see  no  justification  why  records  (9230-8)  of  past, 
present  and  predicted  illegal  use  cannot  be  Included  as  an  impact  in  the  EIS. 
This  should  be  recognized  In  the  exisitlng  conditions. 

The  social  values  of  Americana  should  also  be  accounted  for  as  it  applies  to 
reseource  management  of  their  public  lands.   w«*  ttkt  MCaptleo  that  Llffl  I  .  i. 
was  a  single  moat  motivating  factor  in  livestock  operations.   They  would  not  be 
there  if  the  financial  rewards  did  not  den  ■  ■■       on<  >>  n-tary  satisfaction.   We 
a^SJi,     also  question  their  freedom  from  federal  subsidies,  in  one  form  or  another—whether 
they  wish  to  admit  it  or  not--  they  are  subsidized  by  taxpayers  or  the  government, 
sangc  Improvements,  predator  control,  soil  conservation,  etc. 


As  stated,  calf  scours  and  other  diseases  could  occur  if  the  tum 
out  dates  are  set  back  two  to  m 
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Page  two 

Owyhee  EIS  draft 

(pg  4-1) 
*^--[The  removal  of  nearly  50%  of  the  wild  horses  is  an  significant  action,  will 
^   ^J  site  specific  studies  be  made  on  the  impact  of  such  proposals  on  wild  horses? 

(pg  4-10,4-18) 
*^-j/  V'ould  water  developments,  partially  funded  with  tax  payer  dolLars  be  open 
**  "'J  year  around  for  use  by  horses? 

I     Usually  the  horses  are  the  first  range  user  to  experience  the  impact  of  the 
EIS,  they  are  reduced  immediately.   What  is  the  guarantee  that  funds  will  be 
available,  or  man-power  for  that  matter,  to  implement  the  proposals? 

With  the  exception  of  range  improvements  such  as  fencing  we  find  we  must 
support  Alternative  3,  despite  some  reservations.   We  do  not  feel  horses  will 
be  adequately  represented  under  the  proposal  or  any  other  alternatives. 

Most  sincerely. 


Dawn  Y.  Lappin  (Mrs.) 
Director 


cc:  Board  of  Trustees 
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United  Stales  Department  of  the  Interior 

HSIt  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

AREA   OFFICE        IDAHO    ANO    OREGON 

4620  OVERLAND    ROAD     ROOM    238 

BOISE     IDAHO   83705 

FTS    554-1960    /    COUM     20B/3B4-1960 

J  UN  1 1  1380 

TO:       D.  Dean  Bibles,  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Boise 

FROM:     Area  Manager,  Boise 

SUBJECT:   Draft  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  the  following  comments. 

General 

Alternative  #3  is  preferred  because  of  its  more  favorable  environmental 
consequences  and  it  appears  to  be  a  more  balanced  compromise  between 
extremes.  Alternative  #3  could  be  improved  by  omitting  the  provision 
for  increasing  the  number  of  wild  horses.  Such  an  increase  would  benefit 
neither  the  watershed  nor  wildlife  resources.  The  number  of  wild  horses 
should  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 

Specific  Comments 

Pages  4-27  and  4-28.  Summer  use  of  range  seems  acceptable;  however, 
riparian  habitat  should  be  given  more  consideration  in  management 
schemes. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  environmental 
impact  statement. 


L.  AL.  Mehrhdff 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America.' 


Response  to  Letter  No.  25 

25.1  Ttie  table  belcw  shows  the  documented  trespass  for  the  past  five 
years.  The  average  for  this  period  is  246  AUMs,  (less  than  one 
percent  of  the  average  five-year  licensed  AUMs).  This  use  has 
contributed  to  present  resource  conditions. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


Etocumented  Trespass 

Number  of 

Year 

Livestock 

AUMs 

1975 

236 

107 

1976 

381 

169 

1977 

1,072 

310 

1978 

2,505 

505 

1979 

890 

139 

TOTAL        5,084  1,230 

25.2  The  discussion  of  subsidies  on  page  3-34  of  the  Draft  EIS  was 
describing  an  observed  attitude.  The  description  is  believed 
to  be  accurate. 

25.3  Site-specific  environmental  assessment  would  be  completed  as 
described  on  page  4-1,  number  4  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

25.4  Where  wildlife  and/or  wild  horses  become  dependent  on  water 
sources  on  public  land,  those  sources  would  be  left  open  for  then 
use.  See  text  change  section. 

25.5  There  is  no  guarantee  of  a  specific  level  of  funding  in  future 
years.  However,  we  believe  that  assuming  adequate  funding  would 
be  available  to  implement  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives  is  a 
reasonable  assumption  upon  which  to  base  analysis  of  impacts. 


May  25,  1980 


Mr.  Robert  Buffington 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Box  042,  Federal  Building 
Boise,  Idaho  83724 

Dear  Mr.  Buffington: 

It  is  with  a  great  deal  of  pleasure  that  I  offer  my  comments 
to  you  regarding  the  Draft  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area.   The  positive,  constructive 
and  cooperative  approach  taken  in  the  development  of  the  draft 
document  is  commendable. 

I  am  particularly  gratified  that  the  Boise  District  Staff  and 
the  Action  Committee  of  the  Owyhee  Cattlemens'  Association  have 
demonstrated  their  long-standing  tradition  of  cooperation  by 
jointly  developing  a  sixth  alternative. 

The  sixth  Alternative  is  very  similar  to  the  BLM 's  proposed 
action.   It  differs,  however,  in  that  it  includes  innovative 
practices  and  procedures  which  were  not  included  in  the  proposed 
action.   It  should  result  in  an  accelerated  rate  of  response  in 
resource  improvement  over  the  proposed  action.   That  effort 
illustrates  the  ability  of  the  Bureau  and  the  range  users  to 
cooperatively  participate  in  the  management  and  development  of 
their  range lands . 

The  Range  Resource  Management  Subcommittee  of  the  National 
Governors '  Association,  which  I  cochair  with  Governor  Bruce  King 
of  New  Mexico,  has  consistently  urged  that  cooperative,  coordi- 
nated range  management  on  public  and  private  rangelands  be 
adopted  as  a  national  policy .   Your  precedent-setting  action 
here  will,  in  my  judgment,  provide  proof  that  our  rangelands 
will  benefit  far  more  rapidly  from  a  cooperatively  developed 
program  of  action  than  from  one  which  does  not  adequately  reflect 
all  the  environmental,  social  and  economic  needs  of  the  area. 


May  23,  1980 
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I  would  emphasize  the  importance  of  allowing  adequate  time  for 
planning  and  implementing  decisions  based  on  cooperatively 
developed  Allotment  Management  Plans.   A  full  year  or  more 
must  be  set  aside  for  the  limited  BLM  personnel  to  work  closely 
with  range  users  in  the  Allotment  Planning  Process.   Grazing 
reductions,  if  required,  must  be  phased  in  over  at  least  a 
five-year  period  to  allow  time  for  management  and  improvements 
to  minimize  unnecessarily  severe  reductions.   It  also  allows 
for  improved  understanding  and  cooperation  between  users  and 
BLM  personnel.   I  recommend  an  approach  similar  to  the  Zimmer- 
man Approach  now  under  consideration  by  the  BLM. 

Where  interest  exists,  Allotment  Management  Plans  should  include 

I  associated  private  and  state  lands  in  order  that  every  oppor- 
tunity for  resource  enhancement  may  be  considered.   I  note  with 
concern  that  private  and  state  lands  are  not  considered  in  the 
EIS.   I  ajn  heartened,  however,  that  the  Boise  District  Manager 
and  his  staff  have  been  working  with  private  landowners,  state 
agencies,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  other  interests  in 
the  development  of  interim  coordinated  management  programs 
which  are  speeding  the  rate  of  improvement  on  the  ranges. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the  ranchers, 
the  state  and  other  federal  agencies,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement for  developing  an  Environmental  Statement  and  a  proposed 
action  plan  which  will  strengthen  the  livestock  industry,  our 
environmental  quality  and  which  will  also  promote  harmony  and 
cooperation  between  the  varied  interests . 

I  pledge  my  continued  support  to  encourage  similar  cooperative 
efforts  throughout  the  public  rangelands. 

:>HN  V.  EVANS 
GOVERNOR 


r'pt/dc 
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Ki-Tin-:,   p'-jhn 
June   l',f    loflo 
3.L.M.  Office 
.  3  '   ~ellins  toad" 
•9oif=«,  W-.ho 
Atti     Oscar  An 'erson 

Dear  Mr.   Anderson; 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  en  the   pronoseH  action  of 
the   B.L.M.,  8oire  Dirt.,   Owyhee   County. 

I   feAl   that  eaeh  allotment   must  be   looked   at  and   judged 
•n  its  elevation  and   soils.      The   JJOi  utiliztien   should  be 
rente   what   fle*able  »n  a  dry  year,    if  a  user  has  alternate 
fields   fer  next  year. 

I  feel  th.it  range  development  should  £o  si  a  i'..:t  a  p_c< 
a?  passible,  for  it  -ill  benifit  all  us?rs  far  LUbiic  1  .:,ds 

T  feel  ?»rv  Ft.r«n»lT  that  the  J.L.'rt*.  and  t^*  o«>*r  ?*<■*]  1 
work  together  tt  form  a  workable  man-isiment  plan  K~.  >-r»'i' 
both. 

The   *i.ldherses   in  Sand?  Basin,    ir   a   oad   exam?  1-   on   *'<e 
range.     The  3.L.K,  must   find  the    noney   '.->  control   thtm,  a<= 
they  will  ov*r  praze   the  bunch   Trapr    i^d   star*    i r   ~r   the 
bitter  brush,   that  is  important   to  vil  'life. 

They  must  be  managed  at  the  i'  71  1-vels.  A  rancher  sho 
not  take  a  cut  on    something  he  ra"  not  eeV-rnl  himnelf 

There   should  not  be  a  cut  to  a  urt  until  a  study  ha? 
been  made   on  each  allotment  he  is   involved  in.      The   raoch-r 
should  be  pre rent  at  tim*  of  grass   rtudy.     Manv  tires  un- 
traind  personnel  can  pet  in   the  wronr  field  an^   only  looV- 
at  the  grass  close   to  the  road  nr  water. 

On  the  firh  and   game  part,  I  feel  that  the  fish  and  rame 
mupt  manage    the  same   for  the  wildllfes  own  ffood,   not  just 
for  the  hunter.     Wildlife  and   stream  be^s  t-roulH   g*A    better 
Kith  mere  water  development  and   se^dings. 

They  are  on  the  right  tract  in  our  ar~a  by  having  buck 
only  hunting.  Tf  they  will  leave  bucks  only  and  shorten  the 
season,    the  deer  herd  will  continue  to  improve. 

In  1977,  we  had  7  head  of  deer  in  »ur  fields,  in  1979  we 
had   30  head   of  doer   in  our  fields.      When  riding  for  cattle 
we  are   se-ing  more  deer  each  year.      In  Junior  Springs  allot 
went,   there   is  an  abundance  of  bitter  iru^h. 

The  Vale  Dist.    is  a  need  example   of  hoi    nuct1    ~r-.s-   cen 
be   grown  with   seedings  and  spravin".      Th-  'urn  out  date  has 
remained   the   1st,   of  April,   in   th"  Hockville   area.      *3y  urinp 
alternate  pastures  the  range  eras'    his  improved  every  year. 

Some  of  the  fisheries  that  aro  involved,  "e^ririe  O.  in 
particular  are  to  undependable  to  ^ave  f*iFh.  Many  years  the 
c-eek  is  completely  dry  by  lat»    summer* 

I   feel  that  alte-native  6  as  arnm-n^-^  at  Jord^-.    Valley 
the   9th  of  June  is  as  nood  a  'Ian   as  *■■•   can  come   ir 
this  time.     Co-operation  between  3.L.V.  an-"  ranch — s  is 
essential  for  any  action  to  work 

Thank  you  for  considering  this. 
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:!'' 


Mark  Shenk 


^~<-- 


Response  to  Letter  No.  27 

27.1  The  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  on  private  and 
state  land  were  considered  to  the  extent  possible.  They  were  not 
included  in  the  proposed  management  since  the  BLM  does  not  have 
management  authority  over  these  lands.  As  allotment  management 
plans  are  implemented,  associated  private  and  state  land  would  be 
fully  considered.  The  BLM  intends  to  involve  all  landowners  on 
nanagement  actions  affecting  intermingled  lands. 


Re sponse^  to  Le tter  No.  28 

28.1  Improvement  in  riparian  vegetation  through  the  improvement 

measures  identified  on  McBride  Creek  should,  over  time,  increase 
the  water  depth  and  stream  flows.  This  stream  has  been  surveyed 
in  the  late  summer  months  and  appears  to  have  a  high  potential  for 
supporting  redband  trout  with  these  improvements. 


STKETOl  KAL  6STATC 

P.O.    Box    121 

MoufUavi  Home.,   Jdaho  8J647 


29 


Public  Hearing  -  Boise,  Idaho  May  28,  1980 


'June  9,    1980 


BLft  IK&gj-onnA  OfLf^ce 
230  Collin*  Road 
Boi*e,   Jdaho  83701 

Gentlemen: 

3  mould  -Like  to  iegl*tejt  fco/i  the  second  ou/t  thought* 
ieaa>idjjig  t/te  Ou/uhee  liie*ouA.ce  A/iea  EJS  on  $/iaglna.      We  {eel  that 
there  should  be  no  cut*  on  gracing  allotment* ,    bet.  t  ■ 
/iea*onable  management   ±*  needed  and  there  -should  bt.  no  cut-i   in 
animal  urn  :  i. 

U/e  4tjion$lu  {.eel  that  thl*  anea  mu*t  be  clat^ifced  a*  a 
multiple  u*e  nanae.     We  /lecommend  that  cooperative  -itudie*  u/lth 
the  SCS,    State  Land  Board,    /tange  specialist*  and  the  University, 
of.  34aho  be  made  to  determine  the  mo-it  {ea*Lble  multiple  u*e 
concept  {on.  the  Oti/yhee  n.e*ource  area. 


Very.  tru- 


'StreeterC  Member 
:d  of.  Dlreclon* 
Southwest  Odaho  Development  Attn. 


QS/m* 

cc:     Don  Brandt 


Jan  Beckwith  -  Owyhee  Co.  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Comment  31.1:  The  Grazing  EIS  does  specifically  mention  historic 
site  destruction,  and  ranks  damage  to  sites  from  livestock  as  second.  I 
think  that's  misleading.  It  is  the  neglect  that  leaves  the  site  open  to 
the  listed  No.  1  aging,  weather  and  decay,  which  puts  the  site  in  a 
fragile  position  in  the  first  place. 

Without  human  interference,  there  is  no  feasible  way  to  protect 
these  important  historic  resources  from  eventual  obliteration  whether 
from  wind,  rain,  vandalism,  or  cattle. 

In  evaluating  this  Grazing  EIS  in  relation  to  the  historic 
resources,  I  see  that  if  the  fate  of  the  ranch  unit  is  made  precarious, 
then  precarious  is  the  fate  of  all  the  historic  resources  connected  to 
that  unit. 

Response:  We  do  not  have  information  or  a  sound  basis  to  conclude 
that  historic  resource  sites  would  be  neglected  if  present  ranch  units 
are  made  precarious.  If  changes  in  ownership  occur,  new  owners  may  or 
may  not  maintain  sites  in  their  present  condition.  Therefore,  we  do  not 
have  an  objective  basis  to  predict  that  our  management  actions  would  be 
adverse  or  beneficial. 


Russell  W.  Heughins  -  District  3,  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  and  the 
Idahoans  for  Public  Lands 

Comment  32.1:  On  public  lands  that  are  interspersed  with  private 
lands,  no  provision  is  made  to  determine  impacts  on  wildlife  utilizing 
these  areas,  nor  is  any  management  proposed. 

Response:  Based  on  the  anticipated  vegetation  improvements  due  to 
reduced  livestock  use,  64  percent  of  BI/1  lands  in  these  tracts  will  be 
in  fair,  good  and  excellent  condition  (Appendix  Table  F-6).  This  is  an 
improvement  over  the  present  situation  of  54  percent  being  in  good,  fair 
and  excellent  condition  {Appendix  Table  F-4).  With  more  cover  and 
forage  available,  wildlife  populations  will  derive  some  benefits  from 
this  action. 


Improvements  to  wildlife  habitat  will  occur,  but  without  control 
over  the  season-of-use,  the  degree  of  these  improvements  cannot  be 
quantified.  Tables  4-8,  9,  and  10  have  been  modified  accordingly  (see 
text  change  section). 

Comment  32.2:  Since  this  decision-making  process  provides  for  and 
is  directed  by  FLR^A,  it  is  essential  that  the  public  be  able  to  analyze 
this  document.  It  is  our  view  that  this  document  falls  short  of  that 
goal.  It  contains  unfamiliar  technical  knowledge  and  terms  and  is 
difficult  for  reviewers  outside  of  the  bureau,  the  livestock  industry 
and  associated  professionals  to  understand.  Therefore,  we  recommend 


Bruneau  River 
Soil  Conservation  District 


P  O   Box  167         Grand  View.  Idaho  83624 


JUne    6,    1980 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Owyhee  Grazing  EIS 
230  Collins  Road 
Boise,  Idaho   83702 

Dear  Mr.  Bibles: 

We  would  like  the  following  to  go  on  record  in  reference 
to  the  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Draft: 

We  as  farmers  and  ranchers  feel  that  grazing  cuts 
should  be  staggered  to  levels  that  ranchers  are  able 
to  survive  with.  ^Jery    severe  cuts  all  in  one  season 
could  very  well  put  a  rancher  out  of  business.   With 
estimates  of  21  out  of  83  operators  facing  extreme 
difficulties  in  remaining  in  the  business,  we  feel 
that  the  proposed  cuts  outlined  are  much  too  severe. 

We  also  feel  that  ranchers  should  definetely  have 
input  into  any  plans  that  are  developed  and 
implemented.   We  strongly  support  co-ordinated  ranch 
planning. 

We  hope  that  you  will  take  these  suggestions  under  advisement. 

Sincerely , 

'<   i-   '   ' 
Merle  Bachman,  Chairman 
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that  the  data  and  language  contained  in  the  Final  FIS  be  attuned  to  the 
needs  of  the  general  public. 

Response:  See  Response  18.5. 

Mike  Mogensen  -  Idaho  Cattlemen's  Association 

Comment  33.1:  In  this  draft  statement,  range  conditions  are 
evaluated  on  a  one  year  basis  or  one  time  study.  We  feel  that  this  is 
inadequate.  In  order  to  get  an  actual  trend  study,  we  need  at  least 
five  years  or  more  on  trend  studies  of  the  range. 

Response :  Range  conditions  were  evaluated  in  the  1960s  and  during 
the  vegetative  inventory  conducted  in  1977  and  1978.  See  Response  2.7. 

Tim  Lowry  -  L.U.  Ranching  Company 

Comment  34.1:  Also,  in  the  proposal  to  fence  the  streams,  I  believe 
that  that  would  create  as  many  problems  as  it  is  designed  to  correct. 
In  the  area  that. I  am  familiar  with,  it  would  create  pockets  which  would 
get  overly  used,  heavily  utilized,  and  it  would  exclude  grazing  from 
other  areas  which  would  be  under  utilized  and  create  a  very  uneven 
utilization  pattern. 

Response :  The  construction  of  stream  fences  would  affect 
utilization  patterns  similar  to  pasture  and  allotment  boundary  fencing. 
Fences  would  be  constructed  to  minimize  heavy  grazing  pressure  where 
possible.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  proposed  grazing  system  would 
provide  vegetative  improvement  even  though  some  areas  would  be  grazed 
heavier  than  desired  levels.  By  design,  utilization  levels  may  be 
lighter  within  stream  protection  areas  as  a  means  of  improving  riparian 
habitat. 

Comment  34.2:  In  the  summary  on  page  4-52,  there  is  a  statement 
that  those  ranchers  receiving  additional  AUMs  would  have  more  confidence 
and  positive  feelings  about  government  activities  and  decisions.  I 
believe,  however,  that  this  is  an  erroneous  assumption.  I'm  afraid  that 
what  will  happen  is  that  there  will  actually  be  a  hardening  of  anti- 
government  attitudes  and  feelings  of  helplessness  when  we  see  our 
friends  and  neighbors  forced  out  of  business. 

Response:  See  Response  16.4 


Public  Hearing  -  Marsing,  Idaho  May  29,  1980 


Mike  Hanley  -  Cwyhee  Cattlemen's  Action  Committee  and  Malheur 
Cattlemen's  Association 

Mr.  Hanley  presented  an  alternative  for  consideration  in  the  Final 
EIS  as  part  of  his  testimony.  This  alternative,  as  revised,  is  included 
in  its  entirety  following  the  comment  section.  The  Consultation  and 
Coordination  section  describes  the  evolution  of  this  alternative  into 
Alternative  6  of  the  Final  FJS. 


Comment  35.1: 
Page  3-34  under  social  values  and  attitudes 


The  sociological  information  must  be  rewritten  on 

Shultz,  obviously  at  least 


in  the  quotes  from  his  study,  has  little  understanding  of  the  people  he 
based  his  study  on. 

Response:  See  Response  22.1. 

Comment  35.2:  I 'm  of  concern  that  past  reductions  taken  by 
operators  was  not  considered.  If  not,  this  could  place  an  even  larger 
number  of  operators  in  jeopardy  since  they  have  in  some  cases  already 
taken  50  percent  reductions  or  more.  Even  a  reduction  of  10  percent  or 
less  could  eliminate  them. 

Response:  Any  past  reductions  are  reflected  in  the  ranch  budgets. 
If  past  reductions  have  affected  the  viability  of  the  ranchers,  it  is 
shown  in  the  budgets. 

Comment  35.3:  The  Grazing  EIS  is  on  federal  grazing  land,  but  it 
must  be  recognized  that  it,  along  with  private  and  state  land  holdings, 
form  an  ecosystem  which  makes  it  impossible  to  separate  one  from  the 
other. 

Response   The  interrelationship  of  public,  state,  and  private  land 
is  described  on  pages  2-31  through  2-33  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

Comment  35.4:  It  is  important  that  when  range  condition  is  depicted 
as  on  maps  within  the  EIS  Draft,  that  we  look  at  the  condition  as  an 
apparent  trend  and  not  just  a  listing  of  fair,  good,  or  poor. 

Response:  Map  3-3  of  the  Draft  EIS  depicts  condition  and  trend. 
These  two  terms  are  defined  on  page  3-2.  Also,  see  response  2.7. 

Comment  35.5:  The  fishery  report  in  the  Draft  EIS  places  a  lot  of 
emphasis  on  a  relatively  unknown  fish,  the  so-called  redbanded  trout. 
This  species,  if  it  is  a  separate  one,  appears  to  be  highly  adaptable 
and  will  certainly  be  around  for  some  time  to  come. 

Before  far  reaching  decisions  are  made  concerning  management  of  the 
redbanded  trout,  it  is  imperative  that  much  more  study  be  made  of  it. 

Response :  Although  redband  trout  are  more  adaptable  to  harsh 
environmental  conditions  than  other  trout  species,  it,  like  other  trout, 


Associates  of  Englewood,  Colorado  and  by  BIM  personnel.  In  the  summer 
of  1979  Abt  completed  six  interviews  and  in  the  fall  of  1979  BLM 
personnel  completed  the  remaining  three  interviews. 

The  economic  study  done  by  the  university  of  Idaho  consisted  of  a 
mail-out  guestionaire  which  was  returned  by  48  permittees,  of  which  42 
were  useable.  This  study  has  a  degree  of  bias  built-in  since  it  is 
not  random  and  there  is  no  incentive  for  permittees  receiving  small 
reductions  to  participate.  Discussions  with  Neil  Rimbey  of  the 
university  of  Idaho  who  prepared  this  study,  indicate  this  is  what 
happened.  The  majority  of  returns  were  from  permittees  scheduled  for 
significant  reductions.  This  study  was  conducted  in  the  spring  of  1980 
and  the  results  were  not  available  until  the  hearings  on  this  EIS. 

During  the  course  of  the  bureau's  study,  the  only  options  mentioned 
for  adjusting  to  AUM  reductions  was  the  purchase  of  additional  hay.  The 
University  study  found  a  number  of  other  options  may  be  available  and 
the  text  of  the  FJS  was  changed  to  reflect  this  additional  data  {See 
text  change  section). 

The  bureau's  study  estimated  21  permittees  would  have  difficulty 
remaining  in  business.  Since  the  university  only  estimated  thirteen 
permittees  going  out  of  business,  no  text  change  was  made  in  this 
regard.  No  text  change  was  made  in  the  employment  section  since  the 
University  study  projected  39  ranch  jobs  lost  and  the  BLM  study 
projected  36  jobs  lost. 

In  his  testimony  on  the  EIS,  Mr.  Rimbey  brought  up  several  points 
which  have  been  answered  in  this  Final  EIS;  two  text  changes  were  made 
based  on  the  presented  material. 

The  remainder  of  the  University  study  was  considered  in  preparing 
this  Final  EIS,  although  no  further  text  changes  were  determined  to  be 
necessary.  Since  the  University  study  does  have  some  built-in  bias  and 
Mr.  Rimby,  in  his  testimony  on  the  Draft  EIS,  stated  he  would  "not  spend 
time  quibbling  over  the  figures"  we  felt  our  figures  were  more 
representative  than  the  University's. 

Comment  36.2:  First  and  foremost,  the  authors  seem  to  realize  that 
the  initial  impact  of  grazing  reductions  will  be  substantial.  However, 
statements  concerning  what  will  be  in  twenty  years  seem  very 
hypothetical.  It  is  not  known  that  the  proposed  cultural  practices  will 
increase  the  number  of  AUMs  by  63,781  or  that  "The  total  net  income  gain 
to  area  ranchers  of  520,000  annually"  would  be  possible. 

Response:  These  long-term  projections  are  the  bureaus'  best 
professional  estimate  of  what  will  occur  in  twenty  years.  The  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  that  the  long-term  impacts  of  federal 
actions  be  estimated  and  analyzed. 

Comment  36.3:  The  fact  that  the  initial  reductions  may  have 
substantial  effects  on  area  ranches  and  agricultural  support  industries 
does  not  receive  the  emphasis  which  should  be  accorded. 


is  vulnerable  to  habitat  degradation.  Loss  of  habitat  and  habitat 
degradation  appear  to  cause  small  sizes  of  redband  trout  in  many  of  the 
Cwyhee  streams.  It  has  been  shown  that  redband  trout  reach  sizes  of  16+ 
inches  in  a  reservoir  situation  where  habitat  is  not  limiting.  Also, 
sections  of  stream  which  have  a  good  habitat  condition  contain  a  higher 
population  of  heavier  trout.  This  compares  to  those  sections  of  stream 
which  are  in  poor  condition  and  often  contain  marginal  populations  of 
redband  trout  and  large  numbers  of  rough  fish.  Studies  have  been 
underway  on  the  life  history  of  redband  trout  in  the  Owyhees  on  stream 
habitat  factors,  and  on  the  genetic  analysis  of  these  trout.  It  appears 
from  these  studies  that  the  trout  are  unique. 

Comment  35.6:  The  impact  of  predators  must  be  taken  into  account  in 
the  wildlife  section  of  the  EIS. 

Response:  We  recognize  predators  play  an  important  role  in  the 
rangeland  ecosystem.  The  Draft  EIS  deals  with  significant  impacts 
resulting  from  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives.  No  significant 
impacts  upon  predators  were  predicted-  so  predators  are  not  addressed  in 
the  EIS. 

Comment  35.7:  Also,  the  natural  cycle  of  wildlife  is  an 
acknowledged  part  of  management,  but  it  is  unaddressed  in  the  EIS  Draft. 

Response:  The  natural  cycles  of  wildlife  are  recognized  as 
influencing  factors  on  populations.  The  condition  of  habitat  has  a 
direct  affect  on  the  fluctuations  of  any  wildlife  population.  Good 
habitat  conditions  with  more  cover  and  forage  available  will  lessen  the 
degree  of  these  fluctuations. 

Comnent  35.8:  Juniper  and  brush  invasion  is  the  most  serious 
management  problem  over  much  of  the  Cwyhee  Resource  Area.  I  suggest 
that  special  emphasis  be  placed  on  the  brush  invasion  study  performed  on 
the  Cwyhee  by  Burkhart  and  Tisdalc  in  1976. 

Response:  We  agree  that  juniper  and  brush  invasion  is  a  serious 
management  problem.  The  study  by  Burkhart  and  Til  ■■■.  lity 

and  support  for  the  proposed  burning  program  which  would  be  a  primary 
means  of  improving  range  condition  and  forage  production  an   thea  areas. 

Neil  Rimbey  -  Extension  Economist,  University  of  Idaho 

Corcroent  36.1:  I  have  a  report  that  summarizes  the  study  which  kOU 
Ln  cooperation  with  the-  Cattleman's  Association  in  the  Owyb  i 
Resource  Area  that  I  would  like  to  submit . 

'ached  Study  following  the  comment  section. 

Response:  The  economic  study  prepared  by  the  bur'-.tu  Ec*  the  EIS  was 
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The  Cwyhee  area  economy  relies  heavily  upon  agriculture.     Income  and 
employee  reductions  will  be  felt  across  most  sectors  of  the  economy  and 
may,  in  fact,  change  the  local  economy  such  that  long-term  predictions 
twenty  years  into  the  future,   for  example,  may  not  be  adequate  using 
today's  sectors  and  models. 

For  example,   if  the  ranch  sector  suffers  large  reductions  in  income 
and  some  ranches  face  liquidation,  what  impact  would  this  have  on  the 
support  industries?     I   hypothesize  that  they  will  feel  the  impact,  also, 
and  the  adjustment  will  not  be  as  smooth  as  the  authors  of  the  draft 
convey . 

In  fact,  with  reduction  in  numbers  of  ranches,  many  service 
industries  may  be  forced  to  cease  operation.     The  initial   impact  may 
determine  the  economic  future  of  the  area.     The  absence  of  agricultural 
support  industries  may  hinder  the  full  utilization  of  this  63,781  AUMs 
which  will  be  gained  in  twenty  years. 

Response :     The  three-county  region  studied  is  very  dependent  on 
agriculture.     Row  crop  farming  is  the  largest  agricultural  income 
producer  in  the  region.     Since  the  majority  of  ranchers  do  their 
shopping  in  Canyon  or  Malhuer  counties,   losses  to  local  business  would 
be  tempered  by  the  continued  business  generated  by  the  farming  activity. 
It  is  true  if  the  initial   impact  puts  many  ranchers  out  of  business, 
there  may  not  be  full  utilization  of  the  increased  AUMs  after  twenty 
years.      (See  text  change  section  for  corresponding  changes). 

Comment  36.4:  Second,  there  is  no  attempt  to  account  for  the  impact 
of  the  initial  reductions  on  the  private  sector,  on  private  sector  items 
or  activities  such  as   land  values,  hay  prices,  and  so  on. 

For  example,   increased  demand  for  private  pasture,  hay,  and  other 
Eeed  mjy  substantially  alter  the  exj  il  Ing  pi  Lee  levels  and  therefore  the 
financial  situation  of  any  ranches  which  are  not  facing  reduction  or  are 
otherwise  remaining  in  operation.     Tins,    in  turn,  may  subntant  tally 
change  the  economy  of  the  area. 

Response:     This  is  a  valid  point.     However,  we  do  not  have 
information  to  expand  our  economic  impact  analysis  to  consider  these 
factors. 

Comment  36.5:     One  i  tl    the  mop    valuable  UptCtl    ol    ths  Study  that 
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usi    "i  r evislt m   oi   the  draft. 

Response;     This  study  was  helpful    Ln  pro"  Lding  additional  data  for 
inclusion  [nto  th    PinaJ   EIS.     Th<    section  which  addresses  rancher 
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alternatives  which  will  generate  employment  to  replace  those  lost 
initially  in  the  livestock  industry. 

Response:  The  increased  income  from  recreation  is  based  on  the 
increased  hunting  and  fishing  days  estimated  in  the  recreation  section 
of  each  alternative. 


Dennis  Swisher 

Comment  37.1.  This  is  a  little  mixed  up,  but  in  No.  5  it  said  there 
was  no  multiple  use  features  in  there,  but  range  burning  has  multiple 
use  features.  It  is  good  for  the  range  if  done  properly;  it  is  good  for 
wildlife;  it  is  good  for  livestock,  and  it's  certainly  good  for  your 
visual  factors. 

Response:  We  recognize  that  prescribed  fire,  if  used  properly  with 
multiple  use  management  objectives,  can  have  beneficial  effects  on  range 
condition,  wildlife,  livestock,  visual,  and  other  resources.  However, 
the  land  treatments  described  in  this  alternative  do  not  include 
multiple  use  management  objectives.  Any  beneficial  impacts  on  resources 
other  than  livestock  forage  would  be  coincidental  and  not  predictable. 

Comment  37.2:  My  license  in  my  allotments  is  set  up  with  forage 
allocation  for  wildlife.  No.  5  said  there  was  no  forage  allocation  for 
wildlife,  but  mine  has  been  set  up  with  that  already. 

Response :  The  sentence  should  have  read,  "However,  additional 
specific  forage  allocations  would  not  be  made."  See  text  change 
section. 


Comment  39.4:  I  have  been  using  the  allotment  at  the  full  license 
and  to  me  and  others  there  seems  to  be,  in  the  long  run,  no 
deterioration  of  the  desired  plant  population.  I  would  say  the  trend 
has  been  up  in  the  condition  of  the  range. 

Response :  The  trend  in  allotments  573  and  574  is  listed  (Appendix 
Table  F-5J  as  static  or  nonapparent.  See  Appendix  F  for  condition  and 
trend  methods. 

Comment  39.5:  The  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  action  would  be 
disastrous  to  me.  If  there  was  land  available  and  I  could  buy  it  at  the 
present  market  price,  it  would  cost  $300,000  to  replace  the  1,428  AUMs 
with  deeded  land.  Other  alternatives  would  be  to  reduce  my  operation  or 
to  sell  to  a  neighbor. 

Response:  If  hay  were  purchased,  it  would  cost  approximately 
$50,000  a  year  to  replace  1,428  lost  AUMs.  The  difficulties  faced  by 
some  ranchers  are  recognized  in  the  EIS.  The  economics  portion  of  each 
alternative  estimates  how  many  ranchers  would  have  difficulty  remaining 
in  business. 

Comment  39.6:  I  do  not  agree  with  the  reduction  figures  I  have  in 
Allotment  574,  and  I  request  that  they  be  corrected.  It  is  by  far  the 
highest  reduction  proposed,  and  it  makes  me  out  to  be  the  poorest 
manager  in  the  area.  I  have  heard  people  say  that  I  have  one  of  the 
best  places  in  the  area  and  that  they  would  like  to  buy  it,  but  the  BLM 
makes  it  out  as  the  poorest  place  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area. 

Response:  See  Response  11.1. 


Comment  37.3:  The  erosion  would  be  greater  for  a  few  years,  but 
then  the  erosion  in  quite  a  lot  of  the  welded  tuff  in  Owyhee  County  is 
already  terrific,  always  has  been,  and  always  will  be  terrific;  that  is 
its  nature. 

Response:  According  to  available  data,  the  present  soil  loss  rate 
in  the  EIS  area  averages  1.12  tons  per  acre  per  year.  The  predicted 
impact  to  soil  erosion  represents  the  expected  change  from  the  present 
condition. 

Comment  37.4:  The  Idaho  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare  ran  a 
series  of  tests  in  a  number  of  locations  in  the  East  Fork  of  the  Owyhee 
and  found  the  water  very  good  at  some  test  sites.  It  is  also  an 
excellent  study  and  an  education  for  someone  like  me. 


Vernita  Lowry 

Comment  41.1:  The  proposed  action  and  Alternatives  1,  3  and  4  will 
have  adverse  economic  impacts  and  could  result  in  the  loss  of  many 
family  operations.  This  loss  of  family  operations  will  have  many 
detrimental  effects. 

First,  it  will  be  harmful  to  the  local  communities;  also,  the  impact 
will  be  felt  in  many  other  businesses  and  employment  opportunities  that 
they  provide. 

Response:  The  impact  of  grazing  reductions  on  local  business  and 
opportunities  is  identified  in  the  economics  section  of  each 
alternative. 


Response :  This  study  was  reviewed  and  it  was  found  to  concur  with 
inventory  data  presented  in  the  Appendix  for  the  East  Fork  of  the  Owyhee 
River. 


John  Miller  -  Miller  Land  Co.  Inc. 


Comment  39.1:  In  Allotment  574,  total  production  is  1,257,430 
pounds,  of  which  47,200  pounds  is  allotted  to  livestock.  That  figures 


Comment  41.2:  Secondly,  this  loss  will,  in  time,  have  a  detrimental 
effect  on  the  wildlife,  cultural,  historical,  and  visual  resources. 

If  these  family  operations  fail,  it  will  open  the  door  to  takeover 
by  large  corporate  interests.  It  has  been  my  experience  that  when  this 
happens,  many  areas  of  our  environment  suffer.  Neglect  and  gross  misuse 
of  the  private  and  public  lands  is  often  the  result. 

Response :  Corporations  or  other  purchasers  of  existing  family 


out  to  3.7  percent  production  to  livetsock,  and  in  574  there's  43,469 
pounds  allotted  to  deer  and  antelope,  which  is  almost  what  is  alloted  to 
livestock. 

So  my  question  there  is  why  are  the  deer  and  antelope  allotted 
almost  as  much  as  the  livestock. 

Response:  In  allotment  0574,  vegetation  production  is  1,257,438 
pounds  of  which  8  percent  is  grass  (99,154  pounds),  7  percent  forbs 
(87,714  pounds)  and  85  percent  shrubs  (1,070,570  pounds).  Based  on  50 
percent  proper  utilization,  the  pounds  of  allowable  vegetation  to  all 
ungulates  would  be  49,577  of  grass,  43,857  of  forbs  and  535,285  of 
shrubs.  The  percent  composition  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  is  still 
the  same. 

The  deer  and  antelope  forage  requirement  in  allotment  0574  is  43,469 
pounds.  However,  of  this  total,  the  vegetative  composition  requirement 
is  16  percent  grass  (7,076  pounds),  32  percent  forbs  (13,919  pounds)  and 
52  percent  shrubs  (22,474  pounds).  Using  the  method  described  in 
Appendix  C  under  the  subheading  Allocation  Example  {page  C-5),  the 
wildlife  requirements  would  be  subtracted  from  the  total  available 
vegetation  and  the  balance  goes  to  livestock.  In  this  case,  livestock 
would  have  available  42,501  pounds  of  grass,  29,938  pounds  of  forbs,  and 
512,810  pounds  of  shrubs  after  the  wildlife  needs  are  subtracted.  Then, 
based  on  the  pounds  of  forage  consumed  by  cattle  for  spring  use  (Table 
C-4),  grass  becomes  the  limiting  factor,  resulting  in  59  AUMs. 
Therefore,  in  allotment  0574,  pounds  of  grass,  forbs  and  shrubs  for  the 
59  livestock  AUMs  is  47,200  (59  x  800  =  47,200).  Even  though  the  deer 
and  antelope  total  forage  requirement  almost  equals  the  same  amount 
allocated  to  livestock,  the  key  is  the  composition  of  the  vegetation  in 
the  allotment  and  the  different  dietary  requirements  of  the  ungulates 
using  the  area. 

Comment  39.2:  In  Allotment  573  with  intensive  management  can  be 
raised  from  minus  61  per  cent  to  a  plus  27  per  cent,  and  in  Allotment 
574  with  intensive  management  can  be  raised  from  a  minus  92  per  cent  to 
minus  76  per  cent. 

Why  is  there  such  a  difference  in  the  potential?  The  allotments  are 
in  the  same  area  with  the  same  soil,  vegetation,  and  rainfall,  so  they 
should  have  the  same  potential. 

Response:  Allotment  574  is  dominated  by  the  shallow  and  very 
shallow  ecological  sites.  These  sites  consist  of  shallow  soils,  with  a 
low  sagebrush  overstory.  Allotment  573  is  dominated  by  loamy  sites 
which  have  deeper  soils  and  big  sagebrush  overstory.  The  loamy  sites 
have  higher  potential  forage  production  than  the  shallow  sites. 

Comment  39.3:  The  vegetation  study  was  done  in  1977,  a  drought 
year,  and  after  I  had  a  100  percent  use  of  my  AUMs. 

Response:  The  vegetation  inventory  method  included  making 
corrections  to  account  for  forage  already  consumed  and  for  deviation 
from  average  precipitation.  See  Appendix  F,  Draft  EIS. 


operations,  like  individuals,  manage  their  lands  differently.  Some 
manage  their  resources  quite  well  while  others,  as  you  have  pointed  out, 
manage  them  very  poorly.  Therefore,  we  do  not  have  an  objective  basis 
to  predict  that  a  change  in  ownership  would  beneficially  or  adversely 
affect  various  resources. 


Ernie  Bahem  -  Owyhee  Cattlemans  Action  Committee 


Comment  42.1: 


The  proposed  action  will  greatly  reduce  the  tax  base 
Less  than  ten  percent  of  Owyhee  County  is  tax  base. 


of  Owyhee  County 

yet  a  great  portion  of  the  taxes  provide  services  to  government-owned 

land. 


Response :  The  proposed  action  should  have  no  impact  on  the  tax  base 
of  Owyhee  County.  Although  some  ranchers  may  go  out  of  business,  their 
private  lands  will  not  go  out  of  private  ownership  or  off  the  tax  rolls. 
In  September  1979,  Cwyhee  County  received  $287,000  "in  lieu  of  taxes" 
payments  from  the  federal  government.  These  payments  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  action  or  the  alternatives  under  consideration. 

Bill  Lowry 

Comment  43.1:  Are  the  81  springs,  90  reservoirs,  100  watering 
troughs,  24  miles  of  pipeline,  and  153  miles  of  fence,  are  they  new 
projects  or  are  they  upgrading  of  existing  ones?  And  who  would  bear  the 
financial  costs  and  labor  and  maintenance  of  these  projects? 

Response :  The  proposed  projects  are  new.  Table  2-4  on  page  2-11  of 
the  Draft  EIS  shows  the  existing  projects  and  the  maintenance 
responsibility  and  cost.  A  sentence  will  be  added  on  page  2-10  stating 
that,  in  the  proposed  action,  the  BLM  would  bear  the  cost  of  the  new 
projects.  See  the  text  change  section. 

Comment  43.2:  Is  it  possible  at  this  time  to  spray  or  plow 
sagebrush  land  and  reseed  with  some  good  grass  such  as  crested  wheat? 

Response .  It  is  possible  to  conduct  these  projects  as  describr-d  in 
the  Draft  EIS. 

Comment  43.3:  Getting  down  to  the  proposed  action,  on  page  li, 
paragraph  5  reads  in  part:  "16  miles  of  new  fence  would  limit  movement 
of  horses  and  confine  them  during  the  livestock  grazing  season."  Does 
this  mean  that  durinq  the  nongrazing  season  for  the  domestic  livestock 
that  these  wild  horses  would  be  cowboyed  from  field  to  field  or 
allotment  to  allotment? 

Response :  When  the  livestock  are  out  of  the  allotment,  the  gates 
would  be  left  open,  and  the  wild  horses  would  move  freely. 

Comment  43.4:  The  last  two  lines  of  paragraph  2,  page  iii  reads: 
"Approximately  21  of  the  83  operators  would  have  difficulty  remaining  in 
business." 


Now,  I  think  that  figure  could  be  hiqher  as  some  ranchers  are 
already  working  under  a  cut. 

Response:  Previous  reductions  have  been  accounted  for  by  collecting 
current  ranch  budgets.  These  are  the  base  from  which  impacts  were 
measured.  The  impacts  to  the  livestock  industry  and  the  local  economy 
were  analyzed  and  are  discussed  in  the  economics  section  of  each 
alternative. 

Comment  43.5:  The  second  paragraph  on  page  iv  under  "Environmental 
Consequences"  reads:   "Riparian  and  stream  habitat  conditions  would 
remain  poor.  Associated  wildlife  species  and  fish  populations  would  be 
adversely  impacted  by  livestock  grazing.  Water  quality  would  remain  in 
poor  or  fair  condition." 

The  wildlife  population  is  largely  regulated  by  fishing  pressures, 
and  as  far  as  I  know,  a  fish  doesn't  have  any  natural  enemies  except 
themselves  and  a  coon.  Also,  I  would  have  to  state  here  that  wildlife 
species  population  is  governed  as  much  by  natural  cycles  and  predators 
and  hunting  and  fishing  pressures  as  anything  else. 

Increased  hunting  pressure  from  an  ever  increasing  population  will 
certainly  affect  the  wildlife  population. 

Response :  Natural  cycles,  predators,  and  hunting  and  fishing 
pressure  influence  wildlife  population  dynamics.  The  intent  of  the  ETS 
is  to  examine  probable  effects  of  the  proposed  grazing  management 
program  upon  the  environment,  including  wildlife  populations.  Since 
natural  cycles,  predators,  and  hunting  and  fishing  pressures  are  not 
part  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives,  their  effects  are  not 
addressed.  The  effect  of  livestock  grazing  upon  wildlife  habitat  can  be 
substantial,  as  the  inventory  data  presented  in  the  EIS  indicates  in 
some  parts  of  the  Owyhee  area. 

Comment  43.6:  The  last  paragraph  of  this  alternative  on  page  v 
states:  "Approximately  25  of  the  83  operators  would  have  difficulty 
remaining  in  business." 

Here  again,  that  figure  could  be  higher  as  we  already  have  some 
operators  that  are  operating  under  a  reduction. 

Response:  See  Response  43.4. 

Comment  43.6:  I  think  right  here  it  should  be  stated  that 
livestock,  especially  heavy  livestock  like  cattle,  will  actually  aid  in 
controlling  erosion  especially  in  the  steeper  country.  Cattle  are  what 
I  would  call  contour  grazers. 

Nothing  stops  erosion  during  cloudbursts;  it  can  move  trees, 
boulders,  the  whole  works,  as  we  all  know,  but  the  contours  that  cattle 
will  make  in  grazing  around  a  hillside  will  also  help  check  up  the  water 
from  melting  snows  and  just  the  natural  rainfall,  thus  aiding  in  erosion 
control. 

Response :  A  contour  furrow  will  hold  surface  runoff  and  slow 


Response   Cnly  the  tips  of  "the  log  structures  will  be  in  the 
streambank  area.  It  is  anticipated  that  few  of  the  log  structures  will 
wash  out.  These  log  structures  have  proven  to  be  successful  throughout 
eastern  Oregon  with  only  three  percent  of  the  log  projects  implemented 
resulting  in  failure.  This  failure  occurred  from  the  placement  of  log 
structures  on  stream  meanders  which  will  be  avoided  in  the  Owyhee 
project  design- 


Mrs.  Bass  for  Dick  Bass 

<. .carmen t  44.1:  I  think  it  is  appropriate  new  to  give  some  misgivings 
on  the  fisheries  and  wilderness  inasmuch  as  the  so-called  redband  trout 
being  listed  as  a  "sensitive"  species  has  not  been  determined  as  a 
species  by  any  recognized  authority. 

Response   See  Response  22.2. 

Comment  44.2:  Also,  I  am  in  complete  disagreement  with  the  I 

can't  say  that  anyway,  Martin  in  1968  and  Schultz  1970.  Their 

quoted  statements  are  an  insult  to  the  ranching  business  and  to  me 

personally. 


Response :  See  Response  22.1. 


Daryl  Keck 

Comment  45.1:  And  the  other  contract  was  the  financial  deal  on  what 
was  in  the  environmental  draft,  the  ranchers  that  participated  in  that. 
Evidently  it's  got  a  better  financial  picture  than  most  of  us  have  had 
because  it  showed  quite  a  profit  to  the  ranchers,  and  the  one  that  we 
JLSt  had  completed  from  the  University  showed  the  true  picture,  and  I'd 
sure  hope  you'd  take  that  into  consideration,  and  I  understood  it  was 
presented  as  part  of  the  evidence. 

I  think  it  really  shows  a  much  broader  economic  impact  than  the  one 
that  you  have  in  the  draft  at  this  time.  I  hope  that  it  can  be  used  in 
place  of  that,  or  at  least  considered  in  place  of  it. 

Response :  This  study  has  been  considered  in  preparation  of  the 
Final  EIS.  See  responses  36.1  through  36.6  for  replies  relative  to  the 
University  of  Idaho  economic  study. 


erosion.  A  contour  trail  made  by  cattle  is  compacted.  Increasing  soil 
compaction  decreases  infiltration  rates  and  this  increases  overland 
flow.  This  overland  flow  may  be  channeled  down  the  trail  causing  the 
water  velocity  to  increase  thus  increasing  its  ability  to  carry 
sediment.  Once  the  water  leaves  the  trail  it  may  form  rills  and 
gullies.  As  the  water  flows  over  the  trail  it  may  not  alter  the  trail 
itself,  but  it  may  adversely  affect  the  downhill  sideslope  due  to  the 
stored  energy. 
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Comment  43.8:     The  last  three  sentences  of  the  first  paragraph 
reads:     "Ranchers  tend  to  make  decisions  based  on  noneconomic  motives 
such  as  maintaining  a  way  of  life.     High  profit  is  frequently  not  their 
primary  goal,"  and  they're  quoting  a  fellow  by  the  names  of  Schultz  in 
1970  there.     And,   "It  would  appear  that  maintaining  the  ranching  way  of 
life  is  more  important  than  maximizing  profits."     They're  quoting  a  man 
by  the  name  of  Martin  in  1968. 

Well,  I   take  exception  to  these  statements.     The  rancher  of  today  is 
a  hardworking,  no  nonsense  businessman.     He  has  to  be,  with  all  the 
problems  and  elements  he  has  to  keep  abreast  of,  marketing,   taxes, 
legislation,  diseases,  and  so  forth,   just  \_o  name  a  few. 

Response:     See  Response  22.1. 

Comment  _43.9:     Page  4-55,  ranchers'    income,   tne  second  paragraph 
reads:     "To  replace  lost  AUMs  with  purchased  hay  or  hay  held  back  from 
sale  would  cost  permittees  one  and  a  half  million  dollars  annually. 
This  represents  six  percent  of  the  regional   farm  income.     On  the  other 
hand,   it  would  be  88  per  cent  of  the  Owyhee  County  farm  income." 

Every  operator  would  be  forced  out  of  business  regardless  of  whether 
his  ranch  was  free  and  clear  or  not  because  the  remaining  twelve  percent 
won't  pay  the  rest  of  the  bills. 

Response:     It  was  estimated  that  43  of  the  83  operators  would  have 
difficulty  remaining  in  business.     There  is  no  question  that  this 
alternative  would  have  major  impacts  on  the  livestock  industry  and  the 
local  economy.     Every  operator  would  not,  however,  be  forced  out  of 
business.     Those  operators  with  few  BLM  AUMs  or  a  low  dependence  on  the 
federal  AUMs  would  not  be  severely  impacted. 

Comment  43.10:  There  would  be  an  abrasive  cow  trail  on  one  side  or 
maybe  both  sides  of  these  fences,  and  in  some  instances  create  traps  or 
dead  corners  in  a  particular  allotment. 

Response:     Abrasive  cow  trails  would  likely  occur  along  the  streams 
that  are  fenced.     We  do  not  anticipate  that  these  trails  will  constitute 
or  lead  to  significant  environmental  impacts.     The  dead  comer  or  traps 
problems  would  be  reduced  with  proper  layout  of  the  fences.     See  text 
change  section. 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.    6 


COOPERATIVE  MULTIPLE-USE   APPROACH 


Prepared  by 

the 

OWYHEE  COUNTY   CATTLEMENS'   ASSOCIATION 

and 

BOISE   DISTRICT 

BUREAU   OF   LAND  MANAGEMENT 


Comment  43.11;     The  log  structure  could,  and  will  in  time,  create 
log  jams  in  the  creeks  which  will  cause  washing  of  the  streambanks,  and 
in  some  cases,  create  new  channels. 


ALTERNATIVE   NO     6 


ALTERNATIVE   NO.    6 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.    6:      Cooperative,   Multiple-Use  Approach 

Vegetation   would  be  allocated   to  livestock  wild   horses,    deer, 
antelope  and  bighorn  sheep,    as   in   the  proposed  action.      Wild   horses 
would  be  managed  within  a  range  of  118  to  178  head.      According  to 
1977   vegetation   inventory,    an   apparent  forage  deficiency   exists  of 
approximately   34,786  AUMs  below  the  total  active  grazing  preference 
(31%)   and  26,673   AUMs  below   the   1975-79  average  use   (24%). 

It  is  planned  that  voluntary  interim  management  actions  (to  limit 
forage  utilization   levels   to  50%  or  less  on  native  ranges)   would   result   in 
improved  range  conditions.   -       As  a  result,   reductions  in  livestock  use 
to  the  extent  estimated  in   the  proposed  action,   would  not   be   required. 
When   agreed   to  by   the  operators,    those  adjustments  in   livestock  use 
which   are   required,    would  be  made  in  accordance  with  a   "Cooperative 
Management   Plan"   to  be  implemented  over  a  period  of  five  years  through 

voluntary  non-use  taken  by  the  operator  based  on  data  from  additional 

2/ 
actual  use  and  utilization   studies.      -        In   allotments   where  cooperative 

management  agreements  are  not   developed,    adjustments  would  be 
implemented  over  a  three-year  period 

Voluntary   Allotment  Management   Plans   would  be  cooperatively 
developed  between  livestock  operators,   BLM  and  other  federal,   state. 
and  local  agencies  and  interests     BLM  would  assist  range   users,    the 
state  Land  Department,   Soil  Conservation  Service,   and  other  agencies  in 
developing  grazing  systems  for  the  accomplishment  of  specific  manage- 
ment goals  on  intermingled  federal,   state,   and  private  lands, 


Income  losses  would  be  significantly   less   than   in   the  proposed 
action   and  of  much   shorter  duration,    resulting  from   the   voluntary 
interim  management.    -       One  of  the   goals  of  this  alternative  is   to  mini- 
mize the  economic  impact  on  the  livestock  operators  and  to  remove  the 
threat  of  forcing  ranches  out  of  business  wherever  possible. 


This  is  a   voluntary,    interim  measure   to  accelerate   range 
improvement  until  a  final  management  decision  is  rendered 
in   1982.      A  utilization  level  of  50-60%  (moderate  use)  will 
assure  improvement  in  range  condition  and  also  provides  data 
to  the   true  grazing  capacity  of  the   range. 


"Voluntary  non-use"  would  be  implemented  for  any  needed  live- 
stock adjustments   instead  of  "suspended  non-use"    in   the   decision 
document.     The  permittee's  license  would  not  be  affected.     De- 
cisions would  be  rendered  by  BLM  through  a  voluntarily  developed 
"Cooperative  Management   Plan".      The  "Cooperative  Management 
Plan"  would  be  appealable  if  not  honored. 


5/ 


The  goal  of  voluntary  interim  management  proposals  is  to  acceler- 
ate range  improvement  and,  hence,  significantly  reduce  the  nega- 
tive financial  impacts  on  range  users  in  the  final  decision.  Also, 
the  Owyhee  Cattlemen  want  the  benefits  to  the  range  in  much  less 
than  20  years. 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.  6 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.  6 


Riparian  habitat  would  be  carefully  and  specifically  managed. 
Improvements  would  be  planned  as  described  in  the  proposed  action. 

ALTERNATIVE  NO.   6:     Environmental  Consequences 

The  accelerated  improvement  in  range  condition  would  reduce 
competition   for  forage  between   wild  horses,    livestock,    and  wildlife  at   a 
more  rapid  rate  than  anticipated  in  the  proposed  action.      Land  treat- 
ment practices  would  reduce  competition  between  livestock  and  wildlife 
Increases  in  useable  forage  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  action,  but 
would  take  place  over  a  two  to  eight  year  shorter  time  frame. 

Wildlife  habitat  would  benefit  more  than  in  the  proposed  action , 
and  would  be  developed  more  rapidly  through  cooperative,  coordinated 
planning,  which  would  include  much  of  the  private  and  state  land  in 
that  area.  Wildlife  habitat  on  private  and  state  land  provides  as  much 
as  50%  of  the  deer,  sagegrouse  and  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  area.  Al- 
though some  private  land  development  would  not  be  favorable  to  wild- 
life,  the  net  effect  would  be  an  improvement  over  the  proposed  action. 

Wild   horses  would  be  maintained  at   population  levels   similar  to 
those  existing  at  the  time  of  passage  of  the   1971  WUd  Horse  and  Burro 
Act. 

Cultural  and  visual  resources  would  be  impacted  as  in  the  pro- 
posed action.  Hunting,  fishing  and  off-road  vehicle  activities  would 
parallel  the  proposed  action. 

Reductions   in   livestock  use  would  not  be  so  severe  as  in   the 

3/ 
Proposed  action.    -  All  operators  participating  in   interim  management 

which  results  in  a  stable  or  improving  range  condition  trend  would  not 

receive  livestock  reductions  provided  range  conditions  remained  stable 

or  improved       Livestock  operators  would  reduce  livestock  numbers 

and/or  shorten  seasons  of  use  as  required  to  implement  and  protect 

range  improvements.     The  final  decision  document  will  officially  under- 

4/ 
score  BLM  and  permittee  management  commitments.    - 


This  allows  any  operator  to  benefit  from   any  improvement, 
whether  or  not  he  formally  formulates  a  plan. 


4/       Final  decision  document  and  the  agreements  recorded  therein 
by  BLM  are  appealable. 


ALTERNATIVE  6 
Cooperative,  Multiple-Use  Approach 

This  alternative  combines   the   desirable  features  of  the  proposed 
action  and  Alternatives  2,   3,   4,   and  5  with  special  management  flexi- 
bility features  which  will  encourage  resource  managers  and  range  users 
to  effectively  deal  with   a  wide  variety  of  resource  conditions. 

Alternative  No.    6  would   decrease  forage  competition   between   wild- 
life,  wild  horses,   and  livestock.      Conditions  on  native  ranges  would 
improve  on  most  allotments.      Soil  and  watershed  conditions  could  im- 
prove.    Wildlife  habitat  would  improve  and  populations  could  increase. 

Livestock  use  on  some  allotments  may  be  reduced  initially,   but 
would  be   returned   to  present   use  levels,    or  above,    primarily   as  a 
result  of  increased  forage  production  developed  utilizing  grazing  sys- 
tems designed  to  rapidly  improve  range  condition  on  native  range  sites 
combined  with  land  treatments  designed  to  reduce  forage  competition 
between  livestock  wildlife,   and  other  consumptive  and  non-consumptive 
uses . 

Livestock  grazing  would  utilize  the  presently   available  forage  which 

is  estimated  based  on  the  1977  inventory  to  be  between  78,300  and 

7/ 
105,009  AUMs.    -  Actual  production   would   vary   depending  upon 


grazing 


and   system  of  grazing  management  used. 


Objectives 

The  objectives  of  Alternate  No.   6  would  be  identical  to  the  pro- 
posed action   with   the  following  additional  goals: 
1.       To  achieve  a  thriving  ecological  range  condition  in  two  to  eight 

years   sooner  than   in   the  proposed  action  by   voluntarily 


6/ 


Wildlife  numbers  are   dependent  on  many   factors  other  than 
habitat.      Predators,    poaching,    and   state  hunting  regulations 
are  only   a  few  factors   which   influence  wildlife  numbers.      To 
merely  improve  habitat  does  not  assure  greater  numbers. 


See  Management  Framework  Plan.     Owyhee  County  Cattlemens' 
Association  Action  Committee  determined  that  between   1900  and 
1940,   more  than  one  million   AUMs   annually   were  utilized  by 
cattle,    sheep  and  domestic  horses   in   the  Owyhee   Resource  Area. 


ALTERNATIVE  NO,  6 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.  6 


initiating  sound  management  principles   immediately   rather   than 
waiting  for  final  Bureau   action   which   could  not  be  formally   imple- 
mented until  the  1982  grazing  season.   8/ 

2.  To  promote  cooperative  resource  management  which   recognizes 
the  needs  of  all  interests. 

3.  To  promote  coordinated  voluntary   ranch   and  allotment   planning 
on  all  intermingled  and  associated  land  ownerships  with  the  coop- 
eration of  private  landowners.    Idaho  Department  of  Lands,    Idaho 
Fish   and  Game  Department,    USDA   Soil  Conservation   Service,    and 
others  as  appropriate. 

4.  Provide  for  a  program  of  continuous   range  improvement  through 
the  identification  of  long-range  operations   and  maintenance  re- 
sponsibilities which  will  allow  projects  to  be  planned,  carried  out, 
and  maintained  in   a  systematic  manner  and  which   establishes 
target  levels  of  vegetative  condition  and  capability. 

5.  Recognize  the  need  for  maintaining  a  strong  local  food  and  fiber 
producing  industry  and  thriving  recreational  opportunities  for 
local  citizens  and  visitors. 

6.  Recognize  the  importance  of  maintaining  the  present   ranching 
society   in  Owyhee  County   and  its   associated  low  human   popula- 
tion density  upon  which  the  future  of  desirable  wildlife  and 
recreational  opportunities  depend. 

Vegetative  Allocation 

This  alternative  proposes  no  reduction   in   allocation  of  forage  to 

wild  horses  and  wildlife  from  the  proposed  action.      It  is  anticipated  that 

additional  wildlife  forage  and  habitat  would  be  produced  in  a  shorter 

time  frame   than  in   the  proposed  action   through   land   treatments   and 

implementation  of  voluntary  rotation  grazing  systems  which  would  reduce 

9/ 
livestock  impacts  on  wildlife.    - 


Some  voluntary   interim   plans  are  underway.      Others  will  commence 
soon.     Under  the  BLM's  proposed  action,   no  management  could  be 
commenced  until   1982  at  the  earliest,    with   some  management  with- 
held  until   1987  or   1988- 


Research  by  Godfrey  (Utah  State  University)  indicates  a  substan- 
tial favorable  response  by  native   ranges   (and  wildlife  habitat)   in 
approximately  4  years  following  land   treatments   (seeding  and 
brushing  control)   which  allows   deferment  of  native  ranges  due  to 
extended  grazing  season-of-use  on  the  treated  areas. 


Turnout  Dates 

Until  intensive  grazing  systems  are  implemented  and  into  the 
second  grazing  cycle,  practicable  turnout  dates  would  be  agreed  to  in 
the  AMP  and  in  interim  agreements  in  order  to  encourage  the  most  rapid 
improvement  in  range  condition  practical.      Adherance  to  the  recom- 
mended moderate  utilization   levels  would   result  in   desirable  levels  of 
plant   residues   which  would  provide  additional  forage  for  wildlife  and 
winter  protection   for  plant  growing  points,    thus  promoting  earlier 
spring  growth. 

Areas   traditionally  used  in   the  spring  would  be  given  deferment 

during  the  grazing  season  on  alternate  years.      Such  practices  are 
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particularly   important  in  less  intensive  management  areas.    — 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

This  alternative  endorses  the  discussion  of  grazing  systems  in  the 
proposed  action  with  the  assurance  that  such  systems  will  be  developed 
in  close  consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  permittee(s)  and  other 
user  interests  and  landowners.     BLM  would  assist  permittees  in  the 

development  of  cooperative,    coordinated,   voluntary   range  management 

13/ 
programs.    —       At  the  invitation  of  the  permittee,    state  agencies.    SCS, 

and  other  interests  would  participate. 

Voluntary  interim  management   and  range  improvement  practices 

which   do  not  violate  conditions  of  the  court  action   (NRDC  vs.    Morton) 

would  be  encouraged  provided  they  do  not  conflict  with  final  AMP 

goals.      Utilization  levels  on  those  areas  with  no  formal  management 

plan,    which  exhibit  low  plant  vigor,   may  be  less  than  50%  and  would 


Deferment  may   be  accomplished  in   several  ways.      Where  agreed, 
fields  may  be  divided  by  fences.      In  other  cases,   operators  may 
accomplish  deferment  by  herding,   salting  practices,  or  by  withhold- 
ing water.      Individual  operators  would  work  out  specific  arrange- 
ments acceptable  to  their  operational  needs. 


Cooperative,    coordinated  management  is  at  the   discretion  of  the 
permittee.     Appropriate  agencies  and  interests  may  be  invited  to 
participate  in  a  coordinated  management  program  by  the  permittee. 
BLM  would  cooperate   in   such   programs   but  has  no  authority   to 
make  decisions  on  private  or  state  lands. 
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Any   needed   adjustments   in   livestock  use  would  be  scheduled  over 
a  five-year  period,   in  accordance  with  the  Zimmerman  Approach,   after  a 
careful  review  of  actual  use  levels  and  studies  of  utilization  levels  of 
the  key   forage  species  in  close  cooperation   and  consultation   with   the 
appropriate  permittee(s) .    — 

1.  Needed  adjustments  would  be  made  utilizing  changes   in   numbers  or 
time,   as  mutually  agreed  to  by  the  permittees  and  BLM.      Imbal- 
ances in  grazing  capacities  between  fields  will  also  be  corrected 
wherever  possible  through  season-of-use  adjustments. 

2.  Whenever  possible,   incentives  should  be  offered  to  livestock 
operators  who  make  livestock  adjustments  utilizing  voluntary  non- 
use  . 

3         The  permittee  and  BLM  would  agree  to  a  program  of   range   improve- 
ment which  would  provide  for  both  private  and  federal  participa- 
tion to  insure   restoration  of  livestock  use   to  or  above  original 
levels  in  the  shortest  possible  time  frame. 

4.       Livestock  use  would  be  monitored  annually  by  operators  and  BLM. 
At  such  time  as  range  trend  is  improving,  or  stabilized,   and 
utilization  of  key  species  is  at  the  agreed  upon  levels,  no  further 


reductions   would   be   required 
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The  Zimmerman  Approach  allows  for  a   1-   to   l<s-  period  of  consul- 

between  BLM  and  the  permittee  prior  to  implementation  of 
h  management   de  Won       Following  the  mutually  agreed  upon  deci- 
sion,   there   will   be  an   annual   review.      The   term  of   the   initial  deci- 
sion would  be  2  to  3  years,  al   which  time  it  would  be  reviewed  for 
effectlveni  n    negotiated  and  renewed  for  an  additional  period 

of  time       following  the  first  r»  years,    subsequent   plans  would 
follow  ;»  mutually  agreed  i"  term      Studies  oi   i  inge  condition  and 
trend  would  be  conducted  and  reviewed  annual!     by  thi    permittee, 
BLM  and  other  Involved  d  persons       Livi  itock  adjust- 

ment would  not  occui   on   ranges  which  dc  not  exhibit   a  downward 
.-.  ii  h  In  I  he  nodi  rati    ■  B0%) . 

■    .    ■    '  ■ 

Colorado  St                     Ity,  and  the  :.  Man- 
agement                    ad  that  no  accurate  trend  it  ndition 

ibliahed  in  leas  than  a  3-  to  5-yeai    period  Bach   AMI* 

will  have  its  own  management  objective  levels 
and  k< 

singl'                                     lard       An  example   would   bl  I  tilizati 

soighl  be  just.:                        as  high  as  70-80% 

to  meet  management  objectives  heavy 
desirable  > 


be   determined  cooperatively   by   BLM  and   permittee.      Those  units  ex- 
hibiting adequate  vigor  or  containing  features   which   allow  periodic 
grazing  deferment  or  rest  would  be  allowed   higher  utilization   levels  as 

14/ 
required   to  achieve  management  objectives.    —       Areas  of  less   intensive 


management  under  coordinated  ranch  and  allotment  plans  would  be 

14/ 
included  in   the  above  criteria.    — 

In  many   grazing  units  within   the  Owyhee   Resource   Area,    livestock 
operations  are  dependent  upon  significant  use  of  private  and  state 
lands.     The  proposed  action  does  not  consider  the  capacities  or  the 
dependence  upon   state  and  private  lands. 

Interim  management  proposals  and  final  Allotment  Management 
Plans,   to  truly  achieve  desirable  results,   must  include  the  use  of  those 

associated  land  ownerships.      In  units  where  voluntary  cooperative, 

15/ 
coordinated  ranch  and  allotment  plans     -'      are  initiated,   which  meet 

BLM  allotment  objectives,    grazing  utilization   levels  of  up   to  60%  would 

be  allowed  and   grazing  capacities   determined  accordingly,    rather   than 

by  biological  limits  Cu.iprraiivr   monitoring   systems   would  be 

developed  to  insure  proper  utilization   levels  and   to   record   rang*    COndJ 

tion  and  trend  data  which  support  management  decisions. 
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Time  and  manpower  will  prevent   the  immediate  development  of 
formally   written  coordinated  management   plans   in   each   allotment 
However,   this  alternative  La  designed  to  place  unproved  manage- 
ment on  the  Land  as  rapidly  as  possible       a  grazing  program  may 
be  developed  by  the  permittee  individually  or  with  assistance 
from  scs  or  anol  net      tat    oi    federal  agency  and  reviewed  by  BLM 
for  compliance  with  management  objectives       Those  practices  which 

are  acceptable  and  which  do  not    violate   BLM   regula I    'nay  be 

implemented      utiiixat i,  ■. .  i     m  i h. .■  . i,  r  s v.iem:, 

which    tin  hiil--    1 1.  I'  i  in.  nl    .>r    i'". I    w<hiM    be    ninth    hi|'.hei     C, ';,') 

than  areas  undei    season-long  grazing  (Biological  limits  -  30  to 
40%  utilization  I 
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Additional  Management  Measures 

Riparian  Habitat 

Fencing  to  protect  riparian  habitat,   sagegrouse  meadows,   etc., 
would  be  designed  to  create  additional  fields   which  would  be  included  in 
the  grazing  management   system.      Those   riparian   areas,    which  can  be 
fenced  to  form  a  pasture  capable  of  special  management,   would  be 
assigned  a  high  priority.     Those  areas  which  do  not  lend  themselves  to 
formation  of  a  special  pasture  would  receive  a  low  fencing  priority,    but 
would  be  grazed  under  a  system  designed  to  enhance  riparian  habitat 

Implementation  and  Maintenance  of  Range  Improvements  and  Land 
Treatments 

Specific  improvement  practices  would  be  designed  and  scheduled 
cooperatively  in  the  interim  and  allotment  management  planning  pro- 
cesses. The  Owyhee  Cattlemen  are  concerned  that  present  BLM  policy 
does  not  contain  adequate  incentives  to  encourage  private  investments 
in  range  improvements,  primarily  because  of  inadequate  credit  or  pro- 
tection for  those  investments.  In  addtiion,  new  and  innovative  incen- 
tives for  private  implementation  of  range  improvements  and  land  treat- 
ments need  to  be  developed. 

In  accordance  with  Section  12  of  the  Public  Rangeland  Improvement 
Act  and  Director  Frank  Gregg's  Instruction  Memorandum  No.   80-470, 
dated   April  23,    1980,    it  is   requested  that  Owyhee  County,    in   the  Boise 
District,   be  designated  an  Experimental  Stewardship  Area  without  a 
chartered  steering  committee.     The  ad  hoc  Owyhee  County  Cattlemens' 
Association  Action  Committee  would  provide  the  necessary  direction  and 
coordination . 

The  purpose  of  the  Experimental  Stewardship  Program  in  Owyhee 
County  would  be  to  assist  the  BLM  in  devising  and  testing  innovative 
range  resource  management  practices  and  incentives  for  encouraging 
participation  and  investment  in  range  improvements  by  ranchers  and 
local  interest  groups.     From  this  process,   hopefully,  new  BLM  range 
improvement  policies  might  emerge. 

As  an  incentive  to  full  participation  in  range  improvements  by 
livestock  operators,   all  Range  Betterment   Funds   (Fund  8100)   collected 
would  be  returned  to  the  District  of  origin.      This  would  demonstrate 


Land  Treatments 

The  land  treatments  and  criteria  described  in  the  proposed  action 
appear  satisfactory .      Range  seedings  would  be  conducted  on  sites  in 
poor,   fair,  or  disturbed  range  condition  with  favorable  soil  and  pre- 
cipitation conditions.     The  primary  objectives  of  range  seedings  would 
be  to:    1)  reduce  competition  between  wildlife  and  livestock  by  increas- 
ing carrying  capacity  in  specific  areas,   and  2)  to  extend  spring  use 
periods  so  as  to  enter  summer  ranges  at  later,  more  desirable  stages  of 
plant  development. 

Restrictions  on  land  treatment  should  be  modified  as  follows: 

1.  The  prohibition  of  spraying  and  chaining  in  Class   I   or  II   VRM 
areas,  or  in  areas  under  wilderness  review,   should  be  modified. 
Those  areas  which  require  treatment  in  order  to  meet  Allotment 
Management  Plan  objectives,   should  be  included  for  treatment. 
Obvious  adjustments  in  ecological  plant  succession  must  be  made 
when  inaction  would  prove  detrimental  to  overall  management 
objectives  or  to  specific  range  users. 

2.  Sagebrush  spraying  on  deer  summer  ranges  or  sagegrouse  areas 
would  be  allowed  provided  no  significant  negative  impact  on 
game  species  would  occur. 

3.  Ground  rig  seeding  apparatus  would  be  allowed  in  Class  I  or  II 
VRM  areas,  or  in  areas  under  wilderness  review,   provided  the 
success  of  an   Allotment  Management   Plan   would   be  threatened 
without  its  use  and  provided  that  lasting  VRM  or  wilderness 
impacts  would  be  minimal. 

4.  Management  Framework  Plan,   Step  3.   and  Environmental  Analysis 
Records  (EARs)  would  be  used  to  evaluate  and  mitigate  needed 
management  which  might  conflict  with  Class  I  or  II  VRM  objectives. 
The  Owyhee  Cattlemen  and  other  interested  citizens  would  assist 
BLM  in  working  out  reasonable  solutions  to  VRM--Range  Manage- 
ment conflicts. 

Land  Treatments,   which  would  influence  canopy  cover  on  sage- 
grouse  areas,   would  consider  average  canopy  cover  over  sagegrouse  use 
areas.     Treatments  would  be  prescribed  at  intervals  which  would  allow 
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the  mutual  spirit  of  cooperation  proposed  in  this  Alternative,   and  would 
maximize  the  amount  of  work  to  be  accomplished. 

Voluntary  non-use  would  be  utilized  by  permittees  to  insure  pro- 
tection of  seedings  and  land  treatments  until  they  can  safely  be  used. 
Responsibilities  for  development  and  maintenance  for  specific  projects 

and   treatments  would  be  assigned  in   the  Allotment  Management   Plan  or 

17/ 
through  cooperative  agreements.    — 


Additional  forage  produced  as  a  result  of  cooperative  efforts  by 
the  permittee  will  first  be  allocated  to  the  permittee's  livestock 
up   to  the  maximum  of   the   permittee's   Class   1   Preference.      Forage 
produced  in  excess  of  the  Class  I  Preference  will  be  allocated 
proportionately  among  the  resource  uses  in  accordance  with  the 
Management  Framework   Plan.      This   is   in   accordance   with   BLM 
policy  and  has  been  recently  been  re-affirmed  by  Director  Frank 
Gregg. 

Authorized  range  improvements  placed  on  federal  land  by  per- 
mittees are  encouraged.     The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Manage- 
ment Act,   the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act,   BLM  Regula- 
tion and  PoUcy ,   provide  the  following  protection  or  incentives 
for  private  investments   m   range  improvements: 

1.        Should  the  permittee  lose  his  permit   through   no  fault  of  his 
own,   he  may: 

a.  Remove  the  improvements  from  federal  land 

b.  Be  reimbursed  up  to  fair  market  value  by  the  federal 
government . 

c.  Be  reimbursed  up  to  fair  market  value  by  the  successor- 
in-interest  . 

2  Under  stewardship  programs,    as  outlined  in   Section    12  of 

the  Public   Rangelands   Improvement   Act  and   in   Director 
Gregg's   Instruction   Memorandum  80-470,    the  following  incen- 
tives  are  provided  for   range  improvements: 

a.  The  payment  of  up  to  50%  of  the  amount  due  the  federal 
government  for  grazing  fees  in  the  form  of  a  credit  for 
improvement  work. 

b.  Sharing  the  benefits  of  improvements. 

c.  Official  recognition  of  good  management  to  be  placed  in 
the  permittee's  permanent  record. 

d.  Other  innovative  incentives  deemed  appropriate. 

The  existence  of  an  approved  coordinated,   cooperative  management 
plan  would  provide  the  cooperating  permittee  with  a  greater  posi- 
tion of  security  or  tenure  regarding  his   grazing  permit   than   those 
permittees  who  choose  not   to  become  involved   in   innovative  or 
accelerated  management. 


for  the  availability  of  optimum   cover  at  all  times   through   sequential 
treatment  and  management  as  prescribed  in  the  AMP. 

The  limitation  of  sagebrush  spraying  within  one-fourth  mile  of 
riparian  areas  is  impractical,   particularly  in  rought  terrain.     Specific, 
on-the-ground  criteria  should  be  developed  cooperatively  between  wild- 
life biologists   and   range  managers   for  each  project. 

Standard  Operating  Procedures—Those  recommended  in  the  pro- 
posed action,   are  generally  acceptable. 

Some  additional  procedures  include: 

1.  Close  coordination  should  be  maintained  with  the  Owyhee  County 
Historical  Society  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  when 
planning  projects   in   high   cultural   resource   site  density  areas 

2.  The   "nonimpairment"   standard  in   areas  under  wilderness   review 
would  include  new  permanent  range  improvements,   such  as  fences, 
spring  developments,    and  small  reservoirs,    if   they   would  not 
require  motorized  access  should  the  area  be  designated  as 
wilderness . 

Monitoring  Programs 

Studies  and  evaluation   procedures   would  be  initiated   in  accordance 
with  BLM  Manual,   Section  4412,   —     in  cooperation  with  range  users  to 
determine  if  the  MFP  and  specific  allotment  objectives  are  being  met. 
These  studies  would  include  compilation  of  actual  use,   range  trend, 
range/watershed  condition,    watershed  quality,    utilization   weather  data, 
grazing  capacity,   and  wildlife  habitat  conditions.     The  study  site  would 
be  selected  and   read  cooperatively   with   livestock  operators   and  other 
interested  agencies  where  possible.      Where  specific  objectives  are  not 
met,    adjustments  in   season-of-use ,    livestock   numbers   (including  re- 
moval) or  grazing  systems  would  be  made  depending  on  the  indicated 
need 

Utilization  studies  would  be  conducted  during  the  grazing  season 
on   use  pastures.      When   utilization   reaches   desired   levels,    livestock 


BLM  must  comply   with   BLM  Manual,    Section  4412.      The  only 
change  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen   have  authority   to  suggest   is   that 
this  process  be  conducted  in  cooperation  with  range  users  as 
provided  for  in   the   public   Rangelands   Improvement  Act  of    1978. 
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would  be  moved   to  the  next  pasture  scheduled   for  grazing.    —  If 

utilization  limits  are  reached   in   all  pastures   scheduled   for  use  prior  to 

the  end  of  the  scheduled  grazing  season,   livestock  would  be  removed 

from   the  allotment. 

Utilization   studies   would  be  conducted   using  the   key   forage  plant 
207 
method   (BLM  Manual  4410).    —       This  method   establishes   key   vegetative 

species  and  key   areas   that   would   be  monitored  for  utilization.      Key 

areas  would  be  selected   to  represent   the  majority  of  the  grazing  area 

within  an  allotment  or  pasture       Key  areas  would  not  be  selected  along 

stream  bottoms  or  ridge  tops.      Key  species  to  be  monitored  would 

include  bitterbrush.   Idaho  fescue,   and  bluebunch  wheatgrass.      It  is 

anticipated  that  utilization  studies  would  require  additional  manpower 

needs  of  30  work-months  (five  or  six  people  during  the  summer 

months)        A   good  portion  of  the  additional  manpower  required  might   be 

contributed  by   range  users  following  training  by   BLM  personnel  in   the 

key  forage  plant  method.      Responsibility   for  conduct  and   recording  of 

utilization   studies   would  be  spelled  out   in   the   Allotment  Management 

Plan    (AMP)   or  in   a   supplemental  agreement 

Implementation   Schedule 

Adjustments   in  livestock   use  would   be   implemented  within   a  five- 
year  period  as  previously  described  in  the  forage  allocation  section. 
Required  livestock  reductions,   whenever  possible,   would  be  carried  out 
utilizing  voluntary  non-use  as  offered  by  the  permittee.    In  return,  BLM 
would  agree  to  carry  out,  or  to  allow  the  range  users  to  carry  out, 
ecologically   sound   improvements   designed   to   restore  any   reductions   in 
an  optimum   time  period.      Considerable  flexibility   and  understanding 
would  be   required  on   the  part  of  users   and  BLM  in   the  event   federal 
funding  for  specific  projects  was  unavailable.      Alternate  measures  to 
improve   range  conditions  would  be  jointly   developed  in   such  circum- 
stances . 
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This  paragraph  is   included   with   the  understanding   that  such 
practices   would  be  incorporated   in   the   Allotment  Management 
Plan  of  each   individual  permittee   specifically   to  the  needs  of  his 
allotment  after  close  consultation   between   himself,    BLM  and  other 
state  and  federal  agencies  which  may  be  appropriate 


Comparative   Analysis  of   Impacts 

Alternative  No.   6,   the  Cooperative,  Multiple-Use  Approach  pre- 
pared by  the  range  users  in  cooperation  with  BLM  and  other  federal 
and  state  agencies,   would  combine  the  desirable  features  of  the  pro- 
posed action,    Alternative  Nos.    2,    3,   4,    and  5,    with   special  management 
flexibility  features  which  will  encourage  resource  managers  and  range 
users  to  effectively  deal  with  a  wide  variety  of  resource  conditions.   As 
in  the  proposed  action,   forage  competition  between  wildlife,   wild  horses, 
and  livestock  would  decrease.      Conditions  on  native  range  improve  on 
most   allotments  at  a  more   rapid   rate   than   in   the  proposed  action.      Soil 
and  watershed  conditions  would  improve,   also  more  rapidly.   -       Wildlife 
habitat  would  improve  and  populations  could  increase.   -       Livestock  use 
would  be  somewhat   reduced  initially   in  problem  areas,   but   would  be 
increased  to  levels  above  present  use  in  two  to  eight  years  less  time 
than  in  the  proposed  action  primarily  as  a  result  of  increased  forage 
production   developed   using  grazing  systems   designed  to   rapidly   improve 
range  condition  on   native  range  sites  combined   with   land   treatments 
designed  to  reduce  competition  between  livestock,   wildlife,   and  other 
consumptive  and  non-consumptive  uses. 


Refer  to  BLM  Manual,    Section  4410. 
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It  is  anticipated  that  water  development  and  fencing  would  be 
completed  within  five  years  to  allow  all  grazing  systems  to  be  functional 
by  the  1986  grazing  season. 

Land  treatment  practices  (brush  control  and  seeding)  would  be 
completed  and  available  for  use  as  soon  as  practicable.   —         Subject  to 
the  availability  of  funds  on  the  part  of  range  users  and  BLM,  and  to 
the  ability  of  livestock  operators  to  withhold  livestock  from  treatable 
sites,   the  maximum  possible  acreage  of  land  treatments  will  be  carried 
out  on  sites  having  the  greatest  productive  potential  during  the  first 
five-year  period.     Those  practices  which  will  yield  smaller  resource 
benefits  will  be  carried  out  during  the  subsequent  five-year  periods. 
(Archaeological  clearances  would  be  accelerated  accordingly.) 

Cooperative  monitoring  programs  for  vegetation,   water  quality, 
wildlife,    fisheries,    and  wild  horses   would  be  developed  and   implemented 
prior  to  adjusting  present  management. 

Seeding  of  appropriate  plant  species  would  be  planned  following 
burns  with  less  than  desirable  plant  composition  and  density . 

Condition  and  Trend 

This   alternative  would  provide  at   least    the  same  benefits   as   the 
proposed  action  relative  to  range  condition       It  is  anticipated  that 
results  would  accrue  over  a  shorter  period  due  to  increased  partici- 
pation by  livestock  operators  commencing  on  a  voluntary  basis  as  much 
as  two  years  earlier  than  as  anticipated  in  the  proposed  action.    Partici- 
pation by  range  users  would  provide  longer  lasting  benefits  at  less 
expense  for  development,  operation,   and  maintenance.      Due  to  reduced 
travel  requirements,   lower  costs  of  labor  and  equipment,   private  users 
can   usually   install  and  maintain   range   improvements  more  economically 
than  can  an  agency. 

This  alternative  will  emphasize  management  actions  designed  to 
improve  plant  vigor,   I.e.,   periodic  rest  or  deferment  and  turnout   datCJ 
revised  to  more  closely  comply  with  plant  grazing  readiness. 
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It  is  anticipated  that  Alternative  No  6  would  allow  f01  oomplatlon 
of  improvements  at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  in  the  proposed  action, 
because  of  the  participation  by  p<  igfa   Interim 

management  and   improvement   programs   voluntarily   requested  by 
permittees. 


Environmental  Consequences 

Special  riparian  management  practices,   including  fencing,   would  be 
applied  to  as  many  as  64  miles  of  streams. 

On  144  miles  of  stream,   log  structures  would  be  placed  along 
stream  bottoms.     The  area  identified  for  log  structures  would  be  all  of 
the  area  proposed  for  fencing  and  log  structures  on  Map  2-2. 

Condition   and   Trend 

A  comparison  of  the  proposed  seasons-of-use   (Appendix  Table  C-8) 
and  the  "average"  plant  readiness  for  grazing  (Table  3-1)  indicates  the 
proposed  turnout  dates  may  be  four  to  six  weeks  too  early  to  provide 
adequate  plant  protection  or  seed  dispersal  in  every  year.    Studies  by 
Stoddart,   et  al  (1975)   indicate  phenological  stages   varied  as  much   as 
36-47  days  in  central  Utah  and  southeastern  Idaho. 

The  improvement  in  plant  vigor  predicted  from  proposed  grazing 
systems  and  stocking  would  be  slower  than  anticipated  because  of  the 
earlier  turnout  dates,   however.   Alternative  No.   6  would  emphasize 
management  actions   designed   to  improve   plant  vigor,    i.e.,    periodic  rest 
or  deferment  combined  with  turnout  dates  revised  to  more  closely  comply 
with  plant  grazing  readiness. 

Land  Treatment 

Seedings  of  appropriate  plant  species  would  be  planned  following 
burns  with  less  than  desirable  plant  composition  and  deir-nv 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.    6 


Mitigation  Measures 

The  voluntary  inclusion  by  permittees  of  pastures  containing 
private  or  state  lands  into  the  BLM's  Allotment  Management  Plans  would 
alleviate  imbalances  in  a  number  of  allotments.     In  many  cases,   forage 
imbalances  which  suggest  livestock  reductions  would  either  be  overcome 
or  substantially  reduced. 

BLM  policy  does  not  allow  the  involuntary  inclusion  of  private  and 
state  lands  into  AMPs.     It  is  recommended  that  voluntary  coordinated 
management  programs  be  utilized  wherever  "possible  to  maximize  resource 
improvement  on  all  ownerships. 
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ALTERNATIVE  NO.    6 


Vegetative  Production  and  Use 


ALTERNATIVE  NO.    6 


"Cooperative,  Multiple-Use  Approach" 


Livestock 

Deer 

Antelope 

Bighorn  Sheep 

Wild  Horses 

Non- Consumptive 

Total  Annual  Production: 


62,669,000/   10%  -   90,498.000/15%* 

8,633,000/      1% 

646,000/     1% 

100,000/     1% 

2,136,000/      1% 

538,756,000/  88% 

612,940,000/100%  -   640,771,000/100% 


THE  ECONOMIC  IMPACT  OF  PROPOSED  GRAZING 
CHANGES  IN  THE  OWYHEE  EIS  AREA 


Review  Copy  submitted  to 
the  Owyhee's  Cattlemen's  Association 


*The  level  of  actual  forage  production  is  dependent  upon  seasonal 
variation  and  the  success  of  cooperative  grazing  management  practices . 
Production  is  related  to  plant  vigor.     Interim  management  practices 
which  improve  plant  vigor  will  result  in  production  at  the  higher  levels 
of  estimated  production.     Estimated  production  in  the  proposed  action 
were  computed  on  the  basis  of  current  vigor. 

Table  2-2 
Forage  Consumption 


Tuesday,  May  27,   1980 


Neil  R.  Rimbey 
Extension  Economist 


Livestock 
Deer  &  Antelope 
Bighorn  Sheep 
Wild  Horses 


78,336  -    105,009 
2,152 


82,817  -    109,490 


Introduction 

In  November,  1979,  the  Owyhee  Cattlemen's  Association  approached 
the  Owyhee  County  Cooperative  Extension  Service  Agent,  Leon  Church, 
concerning  assistance  with  the  proposed  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area.  Mr.  Church  contacted  the  Agricultur- 
al Economics  Department  at  the  University  of  Idaho  requesting  assistance. 
The  author  met  with  the  Cattlemen's  Association  EIS  Action  Committee  on 
November  27,  1979  and  it  was  decided  to  devise  a  questionnaire  to  survey 
ranches  in  the  area.  A  questionnaire  was  devised  and  discussed  with  a 
general  meeting  of  the  Cattlemen's  Association  on  December  12,  1979.  The 
questionnaire  was  revised  after  this  meeting  and  sent  to  Mr.  Church  for 
mailing.  The  questionnaire  was  mailed  to  all  permittees  in  the  Owyhee 
Resource  Area  in  January,  1980  by  the  Cattlemen's  Association.  The  author 
met  with  ranchers  in  Murphy,  Marsing  and  Jordan  Valley  on  January  22-24, 
1980.  This  was  to  meet  with  ranchers  having  questions  concerning  the 
survey  and  to  pick  up  mail  returns.  At  this  time,  there  were  approximately 
23  returned  questionnaires.  The  deadline  for  questionnaires  was  originally 
set  for  March  15,  1980  but  was  extended  to  April  15,  1980  so  that  1979 
Income  Tax  information  would  be  included. 

The  extension  of  the  deadline  resulted  in  48  questionnaires  being 
returned.  Six  of  the  questionnaires  were  disregarded  because  of  incomplete 
information,  or  the  rancher  having  sold  his/her  operation.  This  left  42 
usable  returns.  Appendix  A  contains  a  copy  of  the  questionnaire. 
Method 

The  42  usable  questionnaires  were  tabulated  and  analyzed  to  determine 
the  costs  of  production,  and  estimated  impact  of  proposed  grazing  changes 
on  ranches  in  the  area. 


group.  The  budget  category  "Other  Income"  is  income  earned  by  the 
operator,  or  family  off  the  ranch. 

Expenses  are  also  mean  values  of  size  group  responses  with  the 
exception  of  the  item  "Management  Allowance".  This  is  a  figure  used 
to  denote  a  return  to  the  operator  for  his  managerial  ability  and  is 
simply  5  percent  of  gross  income. 

Return  on  Investment  is  the  difference  between  Gross  Income  and 
Total  Expenses.  Cost  and  revenue  figures  per  cow  have  also  been  given 
in  each  table. 

Table  5  shows  the  results  of  combining  size  groups  3  and  4  into 
one  size  group.  It  is  presented  here  for  illustration  purposes  and  is 
not  included  in  the  analysis. 
Analysis 

The  impacts  to  area  ranches  were  estimated  using  the  ranch  budgets 
and  responses  by  ranchers  concerning  their  alternatives  to  public  grazing. 
As  mentioned  earlier  the  impacts  will  be  expressed  as  the  initial  effect. 
The  multiplier  effect  which  will  be  felt  in  other  sectors  of  the  economy 
has  not  been  estimated  because  of  the  time  constraint.  However,  this 
effect  cannot  be  ignored  in  an  agriculturally-based  region  such  as  the 
Owyhee  Resource  Area.  The  initial  impact  will  be  significant  and  it  will 
spill  over  to  other  sectors  of  the  economy.  Additional  analysis  in  this 
area  is  needed  to  derive  effects  on  regional  employment,  income  and  out- 
put. 

Questions  16  through  20  of  the  questionnaire  (Appendix  A)  were  designed 
so  that  ranchers  could  estimate  wliat  action  they  would  take  if  a  grazing 
cut  were  proposed  for  their  allotment (s) .  Size  group  1  operators  responded 


Table  1:  Owyhee  EIS  Area  Ranch  Budget,  Size  1,  1979 


The  returns  were  initially  divided  into  four  groups  by  number 
of  cows. 


Size 

Number  of 

Number  of 

Number  in 

Percent  of 

Grouj 

)               Cows 

Permittees 
18 

Sample 
8 

Total 

1 

0-149  cows 

44  »• 

2 

ISO- 399  cows 

29 

22 

76*. 

3 

400-699  cows 

27* 

6 

22*. 

4 

700*  cows 

9* 

6 

67% 

*estijnates 

Total 

42 

SI*, 

This  initial  grouping  was  set  because  the  returns  showed  a  fairly 
obvious  breaking  point  between  numbers  of  cows  at  approximately  700  head. 
In  other  words,  the  returns  showed  one  grouping  ranging  from  400  to  640 
cows  and  another  ranging  from  820  to  2000  cows.  Size  groups  3  and  4 
were  later  combined  into  one  size  group  to  allow  comparison  with  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  figures. 

Estimates  of  costs  and  returns  of  production  were  derived  for 
representative  ranches  in  each  of  the  four  groups.  These  budgets,  in 
conjunction  with  rancher  responses  to  grazing  alternatives,  were  used  to 
derive  estimates  of  the  initial  impact  to  area  ranches. 

The  time  constraint  did  not  allow  for  consideration  of  the  regional 
impact  of  the  proposed  action.  However,  work  in  this  area  is  continuing 
and  results  will  be  reported  at  a  later  date. 
Rani  h  Buda  j  . 

Ranch  budgets  for  the  four  size  gTOigJ  "red  in  Tables  1-4. 
Numbers  of  cows,  calves  and  yearlings  and  bulls  arc  given  at  the  top  of 
each  tabic  as  well  as  the  number  of  respondents  in  each  size  group,  N. 

All  revenue  figures  arc  mean  values  of  the  responses  in  each  size 


Cows  =  118 

Calves 

6  Yearlings  =  103 

Bulls  =  5 

N  =  8 

Revenue 

Per  Cow 

Calf  Sales 

$22,124.60 

187.50 

Yearling  Sales 

37,221.60 

315.44 

Cull  Cow  5  Bull  Sales 

6,937.40 

58.79 

Other  Livestock  Sales 

0.00 

0.00 

Crop  Sales 

21,765.00 

184.45 

Other  Income 

7,194.67 

60.97 

Gross  Income 

9S.243.27 

807.15 

Cash  Operating  Expenses 

Feed 

4,086.63 

34.63 

Grazing  Fees  5  Pasture 

Rent 

2,979.11 

25.25 

Seed 

866.71 

7.35 

Fertilizer 

3,556.14 

30.14 

Ag.  Services   (Vet.) 

740.50 

6.28 

Irrigation 

774.00 

6.56 

Repairs 

2,373.63 

20.12 

Fuel 

3,953.13 

33.50 

Supplies   (Hardware,  etc.) 

L, 192. 17 

10.10 

Custom  Work 

2,672.50 

22.65 

Hired  5  Family  l.abor 

10,520.91 

89.16 

Insurance 

1,868.75 

15.84 

Sub-Tot;il  Cash  1  cpenj  e 

35,584.18 

-slfl.'.H 

Mru  head   (legal,  tax 

service,  dues,  maga- 

zines, etc.) 

3,004.33 

25.46 

Taxes 

1,503. SO 

12.74 

Interest  on  Opcr.  Cap. 

4,313.38 

36.55 

Livestock  Pun  hi  led 

5,486.33 

46.49 

1  i|ll  l|']!H   III 

9,935.00 

84.19 

Other  Expi  n  »! 

8,690.50 

?6.65 

Total  Cash  Oper.    Exp. 

68,517.22 

5BOS 

Deprcci.it  Lon 

10,643.57 

90.20 

Interest  on  i  Lvestock, 

Bu  i  lil  i  ngl .   M.i'  h  incry 

11,256.50 

95.39 

Opei  i'i "   Labor 

6,562.00 

55.61 

i.i  U  i' i  ■ 

4,537.33 

38.45 

..i  .  i   i  .|»  n  - 

101 |516.G2 

SMI.    .1 

1  ■  ■  f  ■  =  j  j  j  (SI    [nVfl]  Iment 

-6,273.35 

-53.16 
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Table  2:  Owyhee  EIS  Area  Ranch  Budget,  Size  2,  1979 


Table  4:  Owyhee  EIS  Area  Ranch  Budget,  Size  4,  1979 


Cows  =  235 

Calves  5  Yearlings  =  220 

Bulls  =  13 

N  =  22 

Revenue 

Per  Cow 

Calf  Sales 

$  27.977.S5 

119.05 

Yearling  Sales 

58,451.88 

248.73 

Cull  Cow  5  Bull  Sales 

12,494.42 

53.17 

Other  Livestock  Sales 

18.51S. 89 

78.79 

Crop  Sales 

8,795.88 

37.43 

Other  Income 

7,009.95 

29.83 

Gross  Income 

133,245.87 

567.00 

Cash  Operating  Expenses 

Feed 

9,163.36 

38.99 

Grazing  Fees  6  Pasture 

Rent 

8,0S6.8O 

34.28 

Seed 

1,044.73 

4.45 

Fertilizer 

4,057.67 

17.27 

Ag.  Services  (Vet.) 

1,070.00 

4.55 

Irrigation 

2,066.36 

8.79 

Repairs 

3,696.86 

15.73 

Fuel 

5,138.41 

21.87 

Supplies  (Hardware,  etc.) 

1,149.78 

4.89 

Custom  Work 

8,142.14 

34.65 

Hired  fj  Family  Labor 

21,273.14 

90.52 

Insurance 

1,711.38 

7.28 

Sub-Total  Cash  Expenses 

66,570.63 

283.27 

Overhead  (legal,  tax 

service,  dues,  maga- 

zines, etc.) 

855.20 

3.64 

Taxes 

1,96:."" 

8.35 

Interest  on  Oper.  Cap. 

8,859.50 

37.70 

Livestock  Purchased 

8,355.17 

35.55 

Equipment 

5,301.39 

22.56 

Other  Expenses 

8,863.17 

37.72 

Total  Cash  Oper.  Exp. 

100,76". "I. 

428.80 

Depreciation 

11,175.91 

47.56 

Interest  on  Livestock, 

Buildings,  Machinery 

5,608.15 

23.86 

Operator  Labor 

8,401.00 

35.75 

Management  Allowance 

6,662.29 

28.35 

Total  Expenses 

132,615.09 

564.32 

Return  on  Investment 

+  630.78 

2.68 

Cows  =  1162 

Calves 

5  Yearlings  -  812 

Bulls  -  62 

N  ■  6 

Revenue 

Per  Cow 

Calf  Sales 

$  62,021.60 

53.37 

Yearling  Sales 

105,568.50 

90.85 

Cull  Cow  6  Bull  Sales 

47,849.80 

41.18 

Other  Livestock  Sales 

42,066.67 

36.20 

Crop  Sales 

0.00 

0.00 

Other  Income 

10,000.00 

8.61 

Gross  Income 

267,506.57 

230.21 

Cash  Operating  Expenses 

Feed 

43,502.50 

37.44 

Grazing  Fees  fi  Pasture 

Rent 

37,487.20 

32.26 

Seed 

2,500.00 

2.15 

Fertilizer 

S.SOO.OO 

4.73 

Ag.  Services  (Vet.) 

3,203.17 

2.76 

Irrigation 

2,333.33 

2.01 

Repairs 

12,886.17 

11.09 

Fuel 

7,306.17 

6.29 

Supplies  (Hardware,  etc.) 

8,340.00 

7.18 

Custom  Work 

2,632.67 

2.27 

Hired  5  Family  Labor 

49,043.33 

42.21 

Insurance 

4,088.50 

3.52 

Sub-Total  Cash  Expenses 

178,823.04 

153.91 

Overhead  (legal,  tax 

service,  dues,  maga- 

zines, etc.) 

921.20 

.79 

Taxes 

4,137.00 

3.56 

Interest  on  Oper.  Cap. 

19,501.50 

16.78 

Livestock  Pun 

12,216.67 

10.51 

Equipment 

12,250.00 

10.54 

Other  Expenses 

15,106.17 

13.00 

Total  Cash  Oper.  Exp. 

242,955.58 

209.08 

Depreciation 

16,250.00 

13.98 

Interest  on  Livestock, 

Buildings,  Machinery 

18,937.40 

16.30 

Operator  Labor 

9,981.64 

8.59 

Management  Allowance 

13,375.33 

11.51 

Total  Expen 

301,499.95 

259.47 

Return  on  Investment 

-33,993.38 

-29.26 

-6- 
Table  3:  Owyhee  EIS  Area  Ranch  Budget,  Size  ,  ! 


Table  5:  Owyhee  EIS  Area  Ranch  Budget,  Size  3,  1979 


Cows  -  528 

Calves  6  Yearlings  =  S01 

Bulls  '   28 

N  =  6 

Revenue 

Per  Cow 

Calf  Sales 

$  37,603.17 

71.22 

Yearling  Sales 

80,077.09 

1S1.66 

Cull  Cow  6  Bull  Sales 

53,229.14 

100.81 

Other  Livestock  Sales 

3,228.03 

6.11 

Crop  Sales 

29,263.97 

55.42 

Other  Income 

2,850.00 

S.40 

Gross  Income 

206,251.40 

390.63 

Cash  Operating  Expenses 

Feed 

12,540.60 

23. 75 

Grazing  Fees  6  Pasture 

Rent 

14, OSS. 30 

26.63 

Seed 

1,623.20 

3.07 

Fertilizer 

8,475.25 

16.05 

Ag.  Services  (Vet.) 

2,126.17 

4.03 

Irrigation 

2,951.00 

5.  59 

Repairs 

6,751 

12.79 

Fuel 

8,451.33 

16.01 

Supplies  (Hardware,  etc.) 

4,928.83 

9.33 

Custom  Work 

16,906.20 

32.02 

Hired  6  Family  Labor 

41,689.01 

78.96 

Insurance 

2,085.00 

3.95 

Sub-Total  Cash  Expense 

122,586.56 

232.18 

Overhead  (legal,  tax 

service,  dues,  maga- 

zines, etc.) 

1,351.67 

2.S6 

Taxes 

3,743.00 

7.09 

Interest  on  Oper.  Cap. 

7,480.60 

14.17 

Livestock  Purchased 

8,000.00 

15.15 

Equipment 

16,423.67 

31.11 

Other  Expenses 

12,290.67 

23.28 

Total  Cash  Oper.  Exp. 

171,876.18 

325. 52 

Depreciation 

20,086.25 

38.04 

Interest  on  Livestock, 

Buildings,  Machinery 

7,120.00 

13.48 

Operator  Labor 

10,086.00 

19.10 

Management  Allowance 

1",512.57 

19.53 

Total  Expenses 

219,481.00 

415.68 

Return  on  Investment 

-13,229.60 

-2S.0S 

Cows  =845 

Calve: 

;  f.  Yearlings  =  656 
Bulls  =  4S 
N  -  12 

Revenue 

Per  Cow 

Calf  Sales 

$  43,572.70 

Yearling  Sales 

98,162.29 

116.17 

Cull  Cow  6  Bull  Sales 

50,784.00 

60.10 

Other  Livestock  Sales 

24,264.67 

28.72 

Crop  Sales 

12,946.60 

15. 32 

Other  Income 

5,633.42 

6.67 

Gross  Income 

235,363.68 

278.54 

Cash  Operating  Expenses 

Feed 

26, 301.. 14 

31.13 

Grazing  Fees  t,   Pasture 

Rent 

18,274.86 

21.63 

Seed 

1,873.71 

2.22 

I  ert ilizer 

7,483.50 

8.86 

Ag.  Services  (Vet.) 

2,664.67 

3.15 

Irrigation 

2,642.17 

3.13 

Repairs 

9,818.92 

11.62 

Fuel 

7,878.75 

9.32 

Supplies 

6,479.36 

7.67 

Custom  Work 

11,553.63 

13.67 

Hired  5  Family  Labor 

45,134.67 

53.41 

Insurance 

3,086.75 

3.65 

Sub-Total  Cash  Expenses 

143,192.43 

169.46 

Overhead  (legal,  tax 

service,  dues,  maga- 

zines, etc.) 

1,156.00 

1.37 

Taxes 

3,987.00 

4.72 

Interest  on  Oper.  Cap. 

12,8:3.:: 

15.18 

Livestock  Purchased 

11,162.50 

13.21 

Equ  ipincnt 

15,380.25 

18.20 

Other  Ex] 

11,553.63 

13.67 

Total  Cash  Oper.  Exp. 

199,255.03 

235.80 

Depreciation 

18,807.50 

22.26 

Interest  on  Livestock, 

Buildings,  Machinery 

15,393.88 

is.:: 

Operator  Labor 

10,017.18 

11.85 

Management  Allowance 

11,768.18 

13.93 

Total  Expenses 

255, 241. 77 

302.06 

Return  on  Investment 

-19,878.09 

-23.52 

25%  of  the  ranches  would  reduce  herd  size  by  an 
average  of  40  cows,  2  bulls  and  40  calves/feeders. 

13°  of  the  ranches  would  purchase  additional 
pasture  -  15  acres  at  $100  per  acre. 

38*  of  the  ranches  would  purchase  additional 
feed  -  140  tons  at  $62  per  ton. 

24*.  reported  no  change  in  their  allotments. 
There  were  no  liquidations  or  employee  reductions 
reported. 

It  is  possible  to  estimate  the  initial  impact  to  size  1  ranches 
using  the  survey  responses  and  the  ranch  budget  for  the  representative 
size  1  operation.  For  example,  25",  of  the  ranches  would  reduce  herd 
and  this  would  have  the  following  impact: 

Individual  ranch  gross  income  would  decrease  by  $32,286  ($807.15 
per  cow  X  40  cow  reduction).  Gross  income  loss  to  the  five  size  1 
ranches  who  would  reduce  herd  size  would  be  $161,430  (5  ranches  X 
$32,286  per  ranch).  Cash  expenses  would  decline  by  $12,063.20  per  ranch 
or  a  $60,316  decline  in  cash  spending  by  size  1  ranches. 

The  2  ranches  which  would  purchase  additional  pasture  would  result 
in  the  following: 

15  acres  pasture  X  $100  per  acre  =  $1500  total  cost  per  ranch 
assuming  20*.  down  payment,  and  125  financing  for  25  years,  the  annual 
cost  of  the  additional  pasture  would  be  $153  per  ranch  or  $306  increase 
in  costs  for  the  two  size  1  ranches  purchasing  additional  pasture. 

The  7  ranches  purchasing  additional  feed  estimated  a  need  of  140 
tons  of  hay  at  an  average  cost  of  $62  per  ton.  This  would  result  in 
$8680  of  increased  feed  cost  per  ranch.  The  typical  ranch  currently  is 
utilizing  860.38  AUM's  at  a  cost  of  $1.89  per  AIM.  The  ranch  is  facing 
a  265  reduction  (221.40  AUM's)  in  AUM's.  Grazing  fees  for  1980  are 
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scheduled  to  be  $2.36  per  AUM.  Therefore,  the  ranch  will  see  a 
decrease  of  $118.13  in  grazing  fees.  The  net  increase  in  expenses 
would  be  $8561.87  per  ranch  ($8680  increased  feed  cost  minus  $118.13 
decrease  in  grazing  fees).  The  impact  on  the  seven  size  1  ranches 
purchasing  feed  would  be  $59,933.09  of  increased  costs. 

An  alternative  approach  would  be  to  use  the  dry  matter  equivalent 
requirements  to  estimate  hay  needed  to  replace  AUM's  lost.  Tor  example, 
it  is  estimated  that  each  animal  would  require  650  pounds  of  dry  matter 
per  month.  This  figure  would  convert  to  71.96  tons  of  hay  needed  to 
replace  the  221.4  AUM's  which  are  to  be  cut.  The  net  increase  u 
costs  would  be  $4SS8.95  ($65  per  ton)  per  ranch  or  $31,912.65  for 
the  seven  size  1  ranches  purchasing  hay. 

Loss  of  income  to  size  1  ranches  is  expected  to  he  $221,669.09. 
Cash  expenses,  arc  expected  to  di         60,316.  In  other  words, 
cash  expenditures  to  local  businesses-by  size  1  ranches  will  decline 
by  over  $60,000. 

Size  2  ranches  face  similar  alti  percent  (12 

ranches)  of  the  ram:  ,  ■  cows,  7  bulls  and 

142  calves/feeders  per  ran 
operations  would  purchase  117  ton  -  ton.  Seven  opcr- 

|       .! 

reduce  hired  labor  by  1  emplo. 

in  Table  6.     The  typical  size  2  ra 
AUM's  and  is  facing  cuts  of  396.29  AIM' 
typical   size  2   ran 


Size  3  ranches  will  deal  with  proposed  cuts  by  cutting  herd 
size  by  269  cows,   13  bulls  and  223  calves/feeders.     Sixty-seven 
percent  of  the  ranches   (18  operations)  would  reduce  herd.     Thirty- 
three  percent   (9  ranches)  would  purchase  100  tons  of  hay  per  rai 
$85  per  ton  or  purchase  210  acres  of  pasture  .it  $710  per  acre.      I  ■ 
operations  face  liquidation  and  8.5  employee  reductions  will   result. 
Thirteen  and  a  half  man  years  of  employment  would  be   lost. 

The  typical  size  3  ranch  operates  with  4298.97  AUM's  and  i  . 
cuts  of  977.20  AUM's  (235).  The  ranch  budget  is  given  in  Table  3. 
Initial  impacts  to  size  3  ran  Iv     are  given  in   I  ibli    6, 

The  Lai  ;es1   operations  would  cut   hei  .    ,   20  bulls 

and    SO]  calves/yearlings.     Eighty-three  percent  of  the  ranches     (7  op 
ations)  would  make  herd  reductions.     Two  operation  n  ha  u 

additional  feed  (250  tons  at  $55  per  ton).  i, 

ation  and   I  would  be  tc  rmin  ited.      rhi    typical  sizi    i   ■ 

curren 

rhe  rani  h  i  nted  Ln  fable  4  and  "able  6  g  I 

tho  esti  i  lyment  o(   the  pro] 

h  ino    e  will  declini    by  $4,1]   ,981       rhii 

■    ]  [quldat  ion  11  bo  losl 

u  o     ron<  nor  n  ra  iltcrnati 

■     multiplier  off    I       Cash  Ex]       i      For  feed,     eed,  repaii    . 
supplii 

l  ■"   i  :i  i the  ho  ■ i  he  dr>  raattoi   pel   animal  poi 

would  declini            1,27]  ,29] 
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OWYHEE  RESOURCE  AREA  SURVEY 


would  require  11 ,305. 4S  tons  and  would  cost  area  ranchers  $734,854. 
Summary 

In  summary,  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  Owyhee 
Resource  Area  economy  will  be  substantial.   Initial  income  losses  of 
over  $4  million  and  nearly  40  employees  will  be  felt  throughout  the 
region's  economy.  The  secondary  effects  on  income  and  employment  have 
not  been  explored  in  this  paper  due  to  a  severe  time  constraint.  Work 
will  continue  in. this  area  and  be  reported  in  later  papers.  However, 
initial  analysis  points  to  the  fact  that  area  ranchers  support  local 
businesses  much  more  than  they  purchase  outside  the  region.  This  would 
point  to  a  relatively  large  multiplier  effect  to  other  sectors  of  the 
economy. 
General  Comments  on  E.I.S. 

The  Owyhee  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Draft  is  by  far 
one  of  the  better  drafts  I  have  seen  done  in  Idaho.   I  will  not  spend  time 
quibbling  over  the  figures.   I  do  have  some  general  comments  concerning 
methodology. 

First,  and  foremost,  the  authors  seem  to  realize  that  the  initial 
impact  of  grazing  reductions  will  be  substantial.  However,  statements 
concerning  what  will  be  in  twenty  years  seem  very  hypothetical.   It  is 
not  known  that  the  proposed  cultural  practices  will  increase  the  number  of 
AUM's  by  63,781  or  that  "total  net  income  gain  to  area  ranchers  of  $S20,000 
annually"  would  be  possible.  The  fact  that  the  initial  reductions  may  have 
substantial  effects  on   area  ranches  and  agricultural  support  industries  docs 
not  receive  the  emphasis  which  should  be  accorded.  The  Owhyee  Area 
economy  relies  very  heavily  upon  agriculture.   Income  and  employee 


Name 

Address 

Name  of  Ranch_ 

Location 


Type  of  Operation 

Cow/cal f 

Other  


Cow/yearl ing 


Size  of  Operation: 
Number  of  cows 


Number 

of  calves 

Number 

of  bulls 

Land  I 

nventory 

Total  Land  (Oo  not 

include  land  which  is  in  a  gr 

Acres 

Owned 

Acres 
Rented 

Rentai 
Cost/Acre 

Grazinq  Riqhts 

AUM's 

Source 

Cost         Allotment  ?* 

*If  allotment  is  part  of  a  grazing 
association,  please  identify 
association. 


5.  Months  of  year  which  public  grazing  is  used: 
Month         AUM's 


reductions  will  be  felt  across  most  sectors  of  the  economy  and  may 
in  fact  change  the  local  economy  such  that  long  term  predictions 
(20  years  in  the  future)  may  not  be  adequate  using  today's  sectors  and 
models.  For  example,  if  the  ranch  sector  suffers  large  reductions  in 
income  and  some  ranches  face  liquidation,  what  impact  will  this  have  on 
the  support  industries?  I  hypothesize  that  they  will  feel  the  impact 
also  and  the  adjustment  will  not  be  as  smooth  as  the  authors  of  the 
draft  convey.  In  fact,  with  reductions  in  numbers  of  ranches,  many 
service  industries  may  be  forced  to  cease  operation.  The  initial  impact 
may  determine  the  economic  future  of  the  area.  The  absence  of  agricul- 
tural support  industries  may  hinder  the  full  utilization  of  the  63,781 
AUM's  which  will  be  gained  in  twenty  years. 

Second,  there  is  no  attempt  to  account  for  the  impact  of  the  initial 
reductions  on  private  sector  items  or  activities  such  as  land  values, 
hay  prices,  etc.  For  example,  increased  demand  for  private  pasture, 
hay  and  other  feed  may  substantially  alter  the  existing  price  levels 
and,  therefore  the  financial  situation  of  many  ranches  which  are  not 
facing  reductions  or  are  otherwise  remaining  in  operation.  This,  in 
turn  may  substantially  change  the  economy  of  the  area. 

Finally,  I  will  quibble  a  bit  with  the  employment  projections  over 
20  years.  I  fail  to  see  the  recreational  alternatives  which  will  gener- 
ate employment  to  replace  those  lost  initially  in  the  livestock  industry. 


Labor  {includes  operator  and  family) 

6.  Number  of  year  round  full-time  employees 

Average  number  of  hours  per  week  worked 
Percent  from  local  area 

7.  Number  of  year-round  part-time  employees 

Average  number  of  hours  per  week  worked 
Percent  from  local  area 

8.  Number  of  seasonal  employees 

Number  of  weeks  seasonal  workers  are  employed 

annual ly 

Percent  from  local  area 

9.  Average  hourly  wages  paid  in  1979  to: 

Ful 1  time  employees 
Part-time  employees 
Seasonal  employees 

10.  Total  Annual  Income  derived  by  operator  and  spouse  from 
off-ranch  sources  , 

11.  Sales  in  1979  of 


Calves  $_ 

Yearlings  $_ 

Cull  Cows  and  Bulls  $_ 

Other  Livestock  or  Livestock  Products  $_ 

(Sheep,  Horses  -  Specify) 

Crops  S_ 


Total  Sales  $_ 
Sales  made  locally  in  1979  to  type  of  business: 


Type  of  Business 
Other  Ranches  or  Farms 

Feed  and  Seed 


Amount 
$ 


Total  Production  Expenses  in  1979  $_ 
Total  Household  Expenses  in  1979  $_ 
Total  Depreciation  Expenses  in  1979     $_ 


-.-  —    o 
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lf>.  What  changes  in  your  grazing  allotment  have  been  proposed  by  the 
BLM: 

a.   Increase  in  allotment  ? 


Number  of  AUM's  increased 
Percent  increase 

Decrease  in  allotment 

Number  of  AUM's  decreased 
Percent  decrease 


c.  No  change  

IF  A  DECREASE  HAS  BEEN  PROPOSED,  please  answer  the  following  questions: 

16.  Are  these  reductions  in  addition  to  other  recent  reductions?  Yes N 

If  so,  how  much  was  your  allotment  reduced  and  when  did  this  take  place? 


17.  Do  you  plan  to  maintain  the  same  number  of  animals? 

Yes No 

18.  If  you  reduce  herd  size,  by  how  much  will  you  reduce  it? 

Cows      Bui  1  s      Ca  1  ves/f  eeders 

19.  If  you  reduce  herd  size,  will  you  also  reduce  the  amount  of  hired  labor 
you  use  (if  you  currently  have  hired  labor?) 

No Yes How  much  will  reduction  be? 

Number  of  workers        

Weeks  per  year  


20.   If  you  plan  to  maintain  the  same  number  of  animals,  how  will  you 
do  it? 

a.  Rent  or  lease  additional  private  pasture? 

No Yes 

Is  private  pasture  available? 

How  much  will  you  need? 

How  much  do  you  estimate 
it  will  cost? 


No 

Yes 

acres 

$ 

per  acre 

S 

per  AUM 
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Increase  private-owned  pasture: 

by  purchasing  pasture? 
by  converting  existing  cropland 
to  pasture? 

How  much  will  you  need? 
How  much  do  you  estimate  it  will 
cost? 


Do  you  own  unimproved  land  which  can  be  improved  to  pasture 

quality?  No Yes 

How  much  land  is  available?     acres 

How  much  would  you  estimate  this 


No 

_    Yes 

No 

_    Yes 

acres 

per  acre 

Do  you  have  Desert  Entry  or  Carey  Act  opportunities  to  convert 
unimproved  land  to  pasture?  No Yes 

Can  you  consolidate  ownership  with  neighboring  properties  to 
maintain  the  economic  unit?  No _  Yes 

How  many  acres  would  you  need  to  acquire  to  maintain 
operation  at  or  above  present  levels? 

acres  or  units 


Estimate  the  high  and  low  capital  expenditures 
of  such  action      


Purchase  additional  feed? 

No Yes 

How  much  will  you  need? 

How  much  do  you  BSl 

ilir.  will  cost  at  today's 
prices? 


!>■•>    tun 


21 .     Other  coimitn 


fhanl    you   for  your  time  and  cooperation. 
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TEXT  CHANGES 

Page  2-9 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  (Comment  13.1).   Add  the 
following  sentences  to  the  paragraph  that  ends  before  Table  2-3: 

Of  the  64  stream  miles  identified  for  special  riparian  management, 
approximately  60  percent  would  incorporate  some  level  of  livestock 
grazing  through  development  of  special  riparian  management  pastures. 
On  the  remaining  40  percent,  livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded 
immediately  through  fencing. 

If  the  objective  of  achieving  fair  habitat  condition  in  five  years 
and  good  condition  in  ten  years,  is  not  being  met,  livestock  grazing 
would  be  excluded  as  necessary. 

Page  2-10 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  (Comment  43.1).   Add  the 
following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  under 
Implementation  and  Maintenance  of  Range  Improvements  and  Land 
Treatments :   "The  BLM  would  bear  the  costs  of  the  new  projects." 

Page  2-12 

Project  Development  and  Design  Criteria  (Comment  43.10).   Add  the 
following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the  "Fence  Construction"  paragraph: 
All  fences  would  be  laid  out  to  minimize  the  potential  problem  of  cattle 
congregating  in  dead  ends  that  could  be  formed  where  the  fence 
intersects  with  other  fences  or  natural  barriers. 

Page  2-14 

DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  (Comment  6.10).   Replace  the  last 
sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  with  the  following:   The  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment  on  proposals  for  chemical  treatment.   The  responsibility  for  the 
decision  whether  to  undertake  vegetative  manipulation  projects  rests 
solely  with  the  BLM. 

Page  2-17 

Standard  Operating  Procedures  (Comment  25.4).   Add  standard 
operating  procedure  number  11:   Where  wildlife  and/or  wild  horses  become 
dependent  on  water  sources  on  public  land,  those  sources  would  be  left 
open  for  their  use. 

Monitoring  Programs  (Comment  19.3).   Add  to  first  paragraph  in 
monitoring  section:   The  water  quality  and  fisheries  habitat  elements 
that  were  measured  during  the  stream  inventory  (Appendix  K)  would  be 
continued.   Streams  with  high  grazing  conflicts  and  which  have  specific 
management  actions  related  to  attainment  of  fisheries  habitat  objectives 
would  receive  monitoring  priority. 
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Page  2-26 

ALTERNATIVE  5  (Comment  37.2).   Change  the  last  sentence  of  the  fifth 
paragraph  to  read,  "However,  additional  specific  forage  allocations 
would  not  be  made." 

Page  2-31 

INTERRELATIONSHIPS  (Comment  5.1).   Add  the  following  paragraph  after 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game:   Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife. 

The  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  would  be  asked  to  review 
and  comment  on  vegetation  manipulations  proposed  by  the  Boise  District 
for  public  land  in  Oregon. 

Page  2-33 

INTERRELATIONSHIPS  -  Include  the  following  page  which  was  ommitted 
from  the  Draft  EIS: 

formation  of  the  MFP.   No  conflicts  with  county  planning  were 
identified. 

Private  Land 

Approximately  246,000  acres  of  private  land  are  located  within 
allotment  boundaries.   That  portion  in  the  intensive  management 
allotments  (132,000  acres)  and  less  intensive  management  allotments 
(21,000  acres)  would  be  directly  affected.   Lands  in  the  intensive 
management  category  would  be  subject  to  the  proposed  grazing  management 
of  BLM  ranges  because  their  intermingled  location  makes  separate 
management  impracticable.   A  cooperative  or  integrated  "Ranch  Plan"  with 
the  permittees,  SCS,  State  of  Idaho  and  BLM  is  recommended  for 
allotments  with  predominantly  private  or  state  land  (less  intensive 
management  category). 

Grazing  use  of  public  lands  is  dependent  upon  the  capability  of 
private  lands  to  sustain  livestock  during  early  spring  until  the  forage 
on  public  lands  is  ready  for  grazing.   Private  lands  along  the  drainage 
bottoms  have  been  used  primarily  for  the  production  of  forage  crops  to 
sustain  livestock  operations  through  winter  months.   Most  of  the  private 
lands  are  dependent  upon  additional  federal  or  state  lands  to  sustain  a 
yearlong  cattle  operation. 

Page  3-3 

VEGETATION  (Comment  2.2).   Correct  Table  3-1  to  read  as  follows: 
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Text  Changes 


Table  3-1 
Average  Plant  Grazing  Readiness 
Dates  by  Elevation  for  Selected  SpeciesL' 

Elevation    Sandberg    Bottlebrush    Bluebunch    Idaho    Antelope 
(Feet)     bluegrass    squirreltail   wheatgrass   fescue   bitterbrush 


3,000 

4-21 

4-28 

4-28 

2/ 

U 

4,000 

5-7 

5-14 

5-14 

5-21 

5-21 

5,000 

5-21 

5-28 

5-28 

6-7 

6-7 

6,000 

6-7 

6-14 

6-14 

6-21 

6-21 

±J    Spring  grazing  before  this  date  would  be  during  the  critical  growth 
period  of  the  plant  (based  on  BLM  phenology  studies  conducted  in 
1977  and  1978  in  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area). 

±J   No  data  available. 

Page  3-34 

SOCIAL  CONDITIONS  (Comment  22.1).   Delete  the  last  four  sentences  of 
the  first  paragraph  under  Social  Values  and  Attitudes. 

Page  4-21 

WILDLIFE  Table  4-8 

Following  2,000-WT,  Less  Intensive  Mgmt ,  add (adverse)  in  the 

Impact  on  Habitat  Column. 

Pages  4-21,  4-24,  and  4-26 

WILDLIFE  Tables  4-8,  9,  10  (Comment  32.1) 

Management  with  Private  Lands  Category 

Under  Impact  on  Habitat  -  change  unknown  to  +  (slightly  beneficial). 

Under  Remarks  -  Replace  remarks  with  the  following: 

Management  of  the  scattered  public  lands  in  these  allotments  would 
be  generally  controlled  by  private  landowners.   Based  on  the  anticipated 
vegetation  improvements  due  to  the  reduction  of  AUM  usage,  a  slightly 
beneficial  response  to  habitat  condition  would  be  expected. 

Page  4-22 

WILDLIFE 


Move  the  last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  to  the  end  of  the 
first  paragraph. 
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Page  4-45 

ECONOMICS  (Comment  36.5) 

Change  the  second  paragraph  to  read: 

"There  are  several  courses  of  action  ranchers  might  take  to  adjust 
to  the  AUM  reductions.   In  a  recent  study  by  the  University  of  Idaho, 
area  ranchers  indicated  they  would  (1)  reduce  herd  size,  (2)  purchase 
additional  feed,  (3)  purchase  additional  pasture,  or  (4)  reduce  herd 
size  and  reduce  hired  labor.   The  following  analysis  is  based  on  the 
substitution  of  purchased  feed  (hay)  for  Bureau  of  Land  Management  AUMs 
and  vice  versa.   This  was  done  since  this  generally  represents  the  most 
expensive  method  for  adjusting  to  the  reductions.   Changes  in  AUM  levels 
are  measured  against  the  five-year  average  actual  use  levels  since  that 
is  the  number  of  AUMs  the  ranchers  are  currently  utilizing. 

Page  4-47 

ECONOMICS  (Comment  36.3) 

Add  to  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph.   "If  a  large  number  of 
permittees  are  put  out  of  business  in  the  early  years  of  the  proposed 
action,  full  utilization  of  these  additional  AUMs  may  not  be  made.   If 
this  was  the  case,  the  net  annual  income  gain  would  be  smaller  than 
shown  here." 

ECONOMICS  (Comment  24.7) 

Add  the  following  paragraph  to  the  end  of  the  rancher  income 
section. 

In  years  of  below  normal  production  because  of  drought,  fire,  insect 
invasion  or  other  unforeseen  reasons,  the  initial  annual  income  losses 
would  be  greater  than  those  indicated.   Ranchers  would  be  required  to 
provide  additional  forage  on  private  land  if  livestock  were  removed  from 
the  range  when  moderate  use  was  reached.   At  this  time,  it  is  not 
possible  to  predict  the  extent  or  the  frequency  of  such  adjustments. 

Page  4-52 

SOCIAL  CONDITIONS  (Comment  16.4) 

Delete  the  last  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  and  the  last 
sentence  of  the  summary  paragraph. 

Page  A-l 

Appendix  A  (Comments  21.1,  21.8  and  21.9) 

Overall  MFP  guidance,  constraints,  goals  and  objectives  are 
documented  in  BLM  Manuals  1602  and  1603.   For  each  program  activity  such 
as  range  management,  the  bureau  has  developed  planning  assumptions, 
long-term  objectives,  and  major  principles  and  standards  by  which 
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activity  objectives  are  to  be  obtained.   Within  this  framework, 
objectives  and  rationale  are  prepared  which  maximize  the  resource 
opportunities  as  developed  through  the  unit  resource  analysis  process. 
Objectives  can  also  be  developed  to  meet  specific  needs  which  have  been 
identified  through  a  scoping  or  issue  identification  process.   All 
objectives  must  conform  to  bureau  policy  and  applicable  laws  and 
regulations.   Single-use  recommendations  and  rationale  are  developed  for 
each  objective.   These  clearly  define  the  specific  course  of  action 
needed  to  achieve  the  objective  or  a  measure  of  it.   Multiple  use 
resource  recommendations  are  next  developed  through  a  multiple  use 
analysis  process  (impact  analyses,  determination  of  alternatives,  etc.). 
The  proposed  action  for  the  Owyhee  Grazing  EIS  is  essentially  a 
combination  of  these  multiple  use  recommendations  which  are  range 
related  or  closely  associated  or  impacted  by  the  range  recommendations. 
MFP  III  decisions  are  made  after  consideration  of  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  as  described  in  the  EIS. 

Thus,  general  management  objectives,  constraints  and  guidelines,  and 
specific  activity  recommendations  for  each  resource  value  have  been 
established  in  the  Owyhee  MFP  and  are  available  for  review  at  the  Boise 
District  Office.   All  objectives  and  recommendations  which  can  be 
considered  within  the  scope  of  a  grazing  EIS  are  provided  within  the 
document  (i.e.,  for  objectives  see  pages  2-1,  2-2  and  refer  to  Appendix 
Table  A-l  for  range  and  wildlife  single-use  recommendations  and  multiple 
use  recommendations  with  rationale  and  trade-offs).   Other  objectives 
and  recommendations  are  not  listed  in  the  EIS.   They  are  however, 
considered  during  the  multiple  use  analysis  of  the  recommendations 
listed  and  readily  available  for  review  in  the  MFP. 

General  guidance  for  the  range  program  is  found  in  BLM  Manual 
1603.12b.   Five  planning  assumptions  are  provided,  one  of  which  is  as 
follows : 

"Open  range  livestock  ranching  in  the  West  will  continue  to  be 
an  important  segment  of  the  U.S.  meat  production  industry,  and 
demands  for  forage  will  continue." 

The  long-term  objectives  are  to  manage  livestock  and  wild  horse  use 
which  would: 

a.  Achieve  multiple  use  objectives  identified  through  a  multiple 
use  planning  process,  and  can  be  attained  by  applying  rangeland 
management  techniques.   These  objectives  would  include 
improvement  of  environmental  values. 

b.  Provide  forage  to  help  meet  needs  of  the  nation,  to  help 
stabilize  the  economy  of  the  livestock  industry,  individual 
users,  and  dependent  communities.   Seven  major  principles  and 
standards  are  given,  one  of  which  follows: 

"Proper  management  of  livestock  grazing  would  be  accomplished 
through  Allotment  Management  Plans  (AMPs)  to  the  extent  practical. 
AMPs  would  be  designed  at  a  high  quality  level  to  accomplish 
objectives  of  all  related  program  activities  as  set  forth  in  MFPs , 
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to  the  extent  these  objectives  could  be  achieved  through  livestock 
management. " 

The  guidance  in  the  URA  4  for  range  management  in  part  says 
"identify  and  document  all  technologically  feasible  opportunities  to 
increase  vegetative  production  and  range  use,  and  to  improve  range 
conditions  for  domestic  livestock. .. .consider  both  natural  potential 
and  potential  through  land  treatment,"  etc. 

The  guidance  for  developing  MFP  range  objectives  is  found  in  RLM 
Manual  1608. 35A  and  says  in  part  "establish  objectives  over  time  periods 
in  quantifiable  terms  such  as  AUMs,  acres  of  improved  and  maintained 
condition,  and  implementing  numbers  of  AMPs." 

In  the  Owyhee  MFP,  four  range  management  objectives  and  rationale 
were  developed  dealing  with  (1)  the  development  of  better  range 
management  techniques  (2)  improvement  of  vegetative  condition  (3)  the 
protection  and  management  of  wild  horses  and  (4)  the  protection  and 
enhancement  of  rare  and  endangered  plants. 

Correspondingly,  objectives  1,  2,  8,  11  and  12  as  listed  on  pages 
2-1  and  2-2  in  the  grazing  EIS  are  directly  related  to  Range  Management 
objectives   1,  2,  3  and  4  and  rationale  as  found  in  the  Owyhee  MFP. 
Appendix  Table  A-l  lists  the  primary  single  use  recommendations  on  how 
to  achieve  the  stated  objectives,  the  other  MFP  single-use 
recommendations  which  conflict  and  the  resultant  multiple-use 
recommendation/rationale  and  trade-offs. 

The  rationale  for  objective  3  on  page  2-1  of  the  EIS  dealing  with 

habitat  stream  improvement  is  given  in  the  MFP  under  Wildlife-Aquatic 

objective  2  and  as  modified  by  other  resource  values  as  shown  in 
Appendix  Table  A-l,  8  and  9. 

The  rationales  for  objectives  4,5,6  and  7  on  page  2-2  of  the  EIS 
dealing  with  the  wildlife  habitat  and  herd  numbers  are  found  in  the  MFP 
under  Wildlife  objectives  1,  2,  4,  5  and  7  respectively.   All  big  game 
population  goals  are  derived  by  BLM  after  coordination  with  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   These  numbers  include  consideration  of 
historical  population  levels  and  future  management  goals.   As  mentioned, 
the  EIS  population  projections  and  management  guidelines  are  consistent 
with  those  recommended  in  the  MFP.   Detailed  recommendations  and 
rationales  for  all  wildlife  and  fisheries  species  occupying  the  EIS  area 
are  presented  in  the  Owyhee  URA/MFP. 

As  mentioned  previously  for  range  management,  general  planning 
assumptions,  long-term  objectives,  and  principles  and  standards  for  each 
of  the  other  program  activities  are  given  in  BLM  Manual  1602-1608,  but 
are  too  voluminous  to  repeat  in  each  MFP  or  EIS  document. 

Page  B-3 

Appendix  B:   Delete  -  Callaway-Allotment  627. 


108 


Text  Changes 


Page  C-ll 

Appendix  Table  C-8.   Errors  on  the  original  table  have  been 
corrected.   The  entire  page  has  been  reprinted  and  is  included  at  the 
end  of  the  Text  Change  section. 

Page  D-l 

Appendix  Table  D-l .   Add  six  miles  of  pasture  fence  to  allotment 
551. 

Pages  R-l  through  R-9 
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Land  Ownership  (Acres) 
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Total 


Appendix  Table   C-8 
Existing   and  Proposed  Livestock  Use 


Season-of-Use   Limit 
Existing  Proposed 


Grazing   Systems 
Existing  Proposed 


Live- 
stock 
Class 


Livestock  Use    (AUMs) 
5-Year 
Active        Licensed        Pro-  % 

Pref.  AUM  posed      Change!/ 


Intensive  Management 


0450 

4,023.4 



630.0 

4,653.4 

4/16-11/15 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

360 

360 

298 

-17 

0500 

28,540.4 

9,083.8 

824.0 

38,448.2 

4/8-6/15 

5/1-6/30 

2DR 

3RR(SP) 

C 

4,478 

5,990 

1,870 

-58 

0501 

18,140.7 

1,020.0 

182.0 

19,342.7 

6/16-9/30 

6/16-9/30 

SL 

2DR(SU-F) 

C,H 

1,788 

1,654 

723 

-60 

0502 

3,904.6 



32.0 

3,936.6 

5/1-9/30 

5/16-9/30 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

«00 

313 

181 

-77 

0503 

17,265.8 

640.0 

6,853.1 

24,758.9 

4/16-12/15 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

S-L,SP-D 
2DR(SU-F) 

C,S 

3,344 

2,657 

1,259 

-62 

0505 

6,135.4 

519.2 

2,336.4 

8,991.0 

4/1-11/30 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C,H 

446 

468 

931 

+109 

0506 

22,008.9 

7,408.3 

8,463.6 

37,880.8 

4/1-10/31 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

2RR(SP) 
2DR(SU-F) 

C,S,H 

3,547 

3,586 

1,387 

-61 

0507 

1,932.7 

640.0 

817.9 

3,390.6 

4/1-9/30 

4/16-9/30 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

439 

439 

161 

-63 

0508 

39,649.1 

1,923.9 

1,014.6 

42,587.6 

4/1-9/15 

4/16-10/31 

7DR 

7DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

4,274 

4,412 

4,699 

+10 

0509 

1,577.0 



38.9 

1,615.9 

4/16-6/15 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

2/3SR 

C 

169 

170 

217 

+28 

0513 

10,069.0 

200.0 

1,833.4 

12,102.4 

4/1-5/20 

4/16-6/15 

SL 

2DR(SP) 
3RR(SP) 

C,S,H 

267 

338 

308 

+15 

0514 

6,357.9 



2.0 

6,359.9 

4/1-5/20 

4/16-6/15 

SL 

3RR(SP) 

C,S,H 

1,250 

438 

996 

-20 

0515 

13,012.3 

1,278.0 

4,127.7 

18,418.0 

5/21-11/15 

5/21-10/31 

2DR 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

1,276 

2,056 

1,578 

+24 

0516 

16,608.4 

1,237.0 

2,374.7 

20,220.1 

4/1-10/31 

4/16-10/31 

3DR 

2RR(SP) 
2DR(SU-F) 

C 

1,712 

1,980 

1,726 

+1 

0517 

67,504.0 

3,675.0 

2,669.0 

73,848.0 

4/1-10/31 

4/16-8/20 

7DR 

4DR  3RR(SP) 

C,H 

4,720 

4,596 

3,825 

-19 

0518 

4,626.9 



4.0 

4,630.9 

4/1-6/10 

4/16-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C,S,H 

1,459 

1,326 

827 

-43 

0519 

11,423.5 

998.2 

240.0 

12,661.7 

4/1-12/15 

4/16-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C,S,H 

1,750 

1,126 

1,093 

-38 

0521 

13,915.8 

1,280.0 

1,545.1 

16,740.9 

4/1-10/31 

4/16-8/20 

4DR 

2RR(SP) 

S-L.SP-D 

3RR(SP) 

C,S,H 

1,694 

1,642 

1,180 

-30 

0522 

5,537.0 

640.0 



6,177.0 

4/1-5/30 

4/16-6/15 

SL 

C 

651 

650 

300 

-54 

0525 

7,199.5 

5.0 



7,204.5 

6/1-11/30 

4/16-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C,S 

886 

884 

929 

+5 

0526 

5,670.3 

1,065.0 

1,974.0 

8,709.3 

5/1-5/31 

5/1-5/31 

SL 

2DR(SP) 

S 

274 

102 

162 

-41 

0529 

3,396.2 



64.0 

3,460.2 

4/1-9/30 

5/11-9/30 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C,H 

726 

742 

322 

-56 

0530 

1,541.0 





1,541.0 

4/1-9/15 

4/16-9/30 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

180 

181 

656 

+264 

0531 

5,798.9 

957.0 

378.0 

7,133.9 

4/16-9/15 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

1,699 

1,700 

587 

-65 

0532 

25,696.7 

1,280.0 

2,790.3 

29,767.0 

4/16-6/15 

4/16-6/15 

SL 

3RR(SP) 

C 

2,725 

2,092 

2,490 

-9 

0533 

6,105.0 

490.0 

1,411,1 

8,006.1 

6/16-9/18 

6/16-10/31 

SL 

3DR 

C 

1,609 

1,400 

500 

-69 

0534 

3,666.0 



265.0 

3,931.0 

7/10-9/18 

6/16-10-31 

SL 

3DR 

C 

743 

638 

408 

-45 

0535 

50,721.0 

1,920.0 

12,826.4 

65,467.4 

10/1-2/28 

10/1-2/15 

SL 

D(F-W) 

C,H 

2,262 

1,900 

2,662 

+18 

0536 

4,138.5 



23.0 

4,161.5 

8/1-9/30 

6/16-9/30 

SL 

2DR(SU-F) 

C 

374 

374 

231 

-38 

0539 

98,843.6 

5,170.0 

3,241.5 

107,255.1 

4/16-9/22 

4/16-9-30 

3RR 

4DR 

2DR(SU-F) 
3RR(SP)1-DAS 

C,H 

7,338 

7,081 

5,030 

-31 

0540 

44,402.8 

3,218.0 

190.0 

47,810.8 

4/1-11/31 

4/16-9/30 

4DR 

IDAS  3RR(SP) 

C 

3,726 

4,199 

2,289 

-38 

0541 

38,961.0 

2,481.0 

2,3  56.7 

43,798.7 

4/16-10/9 

4/16-10/31 

5DR 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 
2DR(SP) 

C 

4,345 

3,736 

3,420 

-21 

0542 

1,637.5 

160.0 



1,797.5 

11/1-11/30 

6-16/9-30 

SL 

1D(SP  6,  F) 

C 

87 

87 

167 

+92 

0546 

13,920.9 

900.0 

2,820.8 

17,641.7 

5/16-10/31 

5/16-10/31 

SL 

2RR(SP)1-DAS 

C 

1,020 

927 

7  56 

-26 

0548 

34,529.8 

2,210.0 

5,515.6 

42,255.4 

5/1-10/31 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

2,935 

2,989 

3,212 

+9 

0549 

5,028.2 

640.0 

1,019.3 

6,687.5 

4/16-11/15 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

356 

357 

266 

-25 

0550 

8,471.0 

645.7 

1,602.6 

10,719.3 

5/1-10/31 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

400 

399 

446 

+12 

0551 

20,698.5 

944.6 

440.0 

22,083.1 

3/25-6/30 

5/1-6/30 

SL 

1RR  2DR(SP) 

C 

1,200 

1,200 

906 

-25 

0552 

1,776.0 



151.0 

1,927.0 

4/1-7/31 

5/1-8/31 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C,H 

139 

138 

120 

-14 

0553 

657.8 

1,410.0 

25.0 

2,092.8 

4/1-7/31 

4/16-8/31 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

128 

128 

98 

-23 

0554 

15,752.5 

1,222.0 

440.0 

17,414.5 

4/16-9/30 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

2RR(SP) 
3RR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

2,412 

2,413 

771 

-68 

0556 

10,845.6 

638.7 

2,256.5 

13,740.8 

5/22-9/30 

5/1-10/31 

2RR(SP) 
1D(SU&F) 

1-DAS 
3RR(SP) 

C 

1,532 

1,473 

1,621 

+6 

0557 

1,443.6 



31.0 

1,474.6 

4/16-9/15 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

S-L,  SP-D 

C 

255 

255 

84 

-67 

0562 

3,416.4 



680.0 

4,096.4 

4/16-11/15 

6/1-9/30 

SL 

3DR 

C 

229 

200 

320 

+40 

0563 

4,669.7 



148.0 

4,817.7 

4/1-11/15 

4/16-6/30 

SL 

2DR(SP) 

C 

985 

891 

855 

-13 

0565 

13,526.4 

635.0 

47.5 

14,208.9 

4/1-9/30 

4/1-10/31 

3DR 

IDAS 
2DR(SP  4  F) 

C,S,H 

2,410 

2,383 

2,181 

-10 

0568 

3,383.5 

130.0 

775.4 

4,288.9 

4/16-5/31 

4/16-6/15 

SL 

2DR(SP) 

C 

113 

113 

145 

+28 

0569 

48,236.2 

2,910.8 

8,053.8 

59,200.8 

4/1-11/15 

4/16-10/31 

SL 

2RR(SP) 
2DR(SU-F) 

C,H 

6,329 

4,950 

3,289 

-48 

0570 

8,643.3 

4,383.4 

6,332.5 

19,359.2 

7/1-9/30 

7/1-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SU-F) 

C,H 

1,127 

1,109 

1,204 

+7 

0571 

29,401.6 

455.8 

13,018.7 

42,876.1 

11/1-1/31 

11/1-1/31 

SL 

D(F-W) 

C 

1,491 

1,491 

1,925 

+29 

0572 

1,088.1 

18.0 

404.3 

1,510.4 

4/16-8/15 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

C 

212 

212 

128 

-40 

0573 

9,532.3 

3,178.8 

824.5 

13,535.6 

6/16-10/15 

6/16-9/30 

SL 

2DR(SU-F) 

C 

2,013 

2,014 

784 

-61 

0574 

2,635.6 



25.0 

2,660.6 

5/1-6/15 

5/16-6/15 

SL 

2RR(SP) 

c 

774 

774 

59 

-92 

0578 

9,857.1 

300.0 

3,594.3 

13,751.4 

11/15-2/28 

10/1-1/31 

SL 

D(F-W) 

c 

839 

852 

561 

-33 

0579 

11,420.8 

640.0 

1,965.8 

14,026.6 

4/1-10/31 

4/16-10/31 

3RR 
2DR 
SL 

3DR  2DR(SU-F) 

c 

1,463 

1,363 

1,337 

-9 

0580 

14,352.7 

2,034.0 

4,714.6 

21,101.3 

7/1-9/30 

6/1-9/30 

2DR(SU-F) 

c 

2,378 

2,379 

908 

-62 

0581 

7,743.5 

58.0 

2,748.3 

10,549.8 

4/16-11/30 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

2RR(SP) 

C,H 

925 

823 

515 

-44 

0585 

4,108.3 



30.0 

4,138.3 

4/15-6/15 

4/16-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SP  &  F) 

c 

1,057 

716 

682 

-35 

0587 

10,199.3 

4,814.9 

384.2 

15,398.4 

5/1-10/31 

5/16-10/31 

SL 

4RR 

C 

2,271 

1,169 

688 

-70 

0588 

14,368.0 

1,280.0 

640.0 

16,288.0 

4/1-7/31 

4/16-6/30 

SL 

2RR(SP) 

C 

2,710 

2,420 

1,817 

-33 

0589 

10,931.0 

1,562.0 

7,835.4 

20,328.4 

6/1-9/30 

6/1-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SU-F) 

C 

2,103 

1,180 

904 

-57 

0590 

2,512.8 



160.0 

2,672.8 

10/1-10/31 

7/1-10/31 

SL 

1-DAS 

c 

664 

480 

230 

-65 

0593 

3,667.3 

100.0 

115.0 

3,882.3 

10/1-11/30 

7/1-11/30 

SL 

1-DAS 

c 

90 

90 

212 

+136 

0595 

4,368.0 

245.0 

1,662.0 

6,275.0 

7/1-10/31 

7/1-9/30 

SL 

ID 

c 

600 

538 

526 

-12 

0597 

1,635.5 



290.0 

1,925.5 

4/1-6/30 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

2DR(SP-SU-F) 

c 

200 

220 

355 

+78 

0599 

14,961.1 

4,455.1 

30.0 

19,446.2 

5/1-12/31 

5/1-10/31 

SL 

3RR(SP-SU-F) 

c 

1,754 

1,163 

601 

-66 

0600 

2,635.0 

50.0 

243.0 

2,928.0 

4/16-6/15 

5/1-9/30 

SL 

2/3  SR 

c 

143 

215 

333 

+133 

0601 

6,323.8 

640.0 

3,501.8 

10,465.6 

6/16-9/30 

5/16-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SP  &  F) 

c 

1,208 

1,258 

236 

-80 

0602 

4,765.7 





4,765.7 

5/1-11/15 

5/16-10/31 

SL 

2DR(SP  &  F) 

c 

695 

630 

222 

-68 

0603 
Sub- 

7,759.7 

230.0 

40.0 

8,029.7 

4/1-5/31 

4/16-6/30 

SL 

2DR(SP) 

C,S,H 

853 

886 

842 

-1 

total 

959,277.4 

84,021.2 

132,074.3  1 

,175,372.9 

107,411 

100,115 

73,551 

-32 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Denver  Service  Center 


